
Final 
 

INTEGRATED CULTURAL RESOURCES  
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISION 

FOR 
SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS OF THE 
MASSACHUSETTS ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

 
FISCAL YEARS 2009–2013 

 
Prepared for 

 

 
 

Massachusetts Army National Guard 
50 Maple Street 

Milford, MA 01757 
 

Prepared by 
 

 
 

engineering-environmental Management, Inc. 
2751 Prosperity Avenue, Suite 200 

Fairfax, VA 22031 
703.752.7755 

 
September 2009 

 





 
 

 

Final 
 

INTEGRATED CULTURAL RESOURCES  
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISION 

FOR 
SITE AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS OF THE 
MASSACHUSETTS ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

 
FISCAL YEARS 2009–2013 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Massachusetts Army National Guard 
50 Maple Street 

Milford, MA 01757 
 

SEPTEMBER 2009 



 

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 i 

INTEGRATED CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISION 
FOR  

SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS OF THE 
MASSACHUSETTS ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

 
FISCAL YEARS 2009–2013 

 
SIGNATURE PAGE 

This Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) Update meets the requirements for 
ICRMPs set forth in Department of Defense Instruction 4715.3 Environmental Conservation Program and 
Army Regulation 200-1 Environmental Protection and Enhancement. 
 
APPROVING OFFICIALS 

   
Jeffrey G. Phillips 
Colonel, US Army 
Chief, Environmental Programs Division 

 DATE 

   
Joseph C. Carter 
Major General, Massachusetts Army National Guard 
The Adjutant General 

 DATE 

   
Eric N. Andersen 
Acting Chief, Massachusetts Army National Guard 
Environmental Programs Division 

 DATE 

  

 

Thomas A. Harrop 
Lieutenant Colonel, Massachusetts Army National Guard 
Construction Facilities Management Officer 

 DATE 

   
Francis B. Magurn 
Colonel, Massachusetts Army National Guard 
Plans Operations Training Officer 
 

 DATE 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

ii September 2009 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 iii 

Executive Summary 

The Massachusetts Army National Guard (MAARNG) has been managing cultural resources for several 
years under a previously developed Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). This 
revised ICRMP builds upon the original ICRMP in terms of including those elements identified as 
significant issues by internal and external stakeholders during the review process for the previous 
ICRMP, but differs from the previous ICRMP in several respects. First, this ICRMP revision includes the 
following: 

 The addition of new policies and regulations such as Army Regulation 200-1, Executive Orders (EO) 
13287 (Preserve America), EO 13327 (Federal Real Property Asset Management), and EO 13423 
(Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management), Department of 
Defense Instruction 4710.02, the Department of the Army’s Program Comments on Unaccompanied 
Housing Structures and Ammunition Storage Facilities, and recent amendments to the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) 

 New guidance on the National Guard Bureau (NGB) Status Tool for the Environmental Program 
(STEP) program for project funding and data calls for the Army Environmental Database – 
Environmental Quality (AEDB-EQ) report, EO 13327, the Planning Resources for Infrastructure 
Development and Evaluation (PRIDE), the DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings 
(Unified Facilities Criteria [UFC] 4-010-01), sustainability, and tribal consultation  

 Introduction of new terminology for ARNG infrastructure: virtual installation, training installation, 
site, lot, and facility 

 A focus on the results of the MAARNG cultural resources program over the past 5 years and how 
various successes and challenges have informed the goals and projects proposed for the program over 
the next 5 years. 

 Streamlining of the standard operating procedures (SOPs) such that guidance specific to the 
responsibilities of the MAARNG Cultural Resources Manager (CRM) is minimized (this guidance is 
now included in a CRM’s Toolbox in Appendix I of the ICRMP revision) and instructions for non-
environmental personnel are emphasized. Flowcharts have been added to each SOP to make them 
more comprehensible to the nonspecialist. 

Secondly, this ICRMP revision was developed from a template. The template was developed to 
standardize ICRMP format and content throughout the country and territories. Elements included within 
this ICRMP revision include the input provided by internal and external stakeholders during development 
of the previous ICRMP, additional input from stakeholders obtained through the review process for the 
ICRMP revision, and information provided by the MAARNG CRM. Internal and external stakeholders 
who participated in the development of both the original ICRMP and this ICRMP revision include 
MAARNG and NGB personnel, the state historic preservation office (SHPO), and representatives of 
American Indian Tribes.  

Department of Defense Instruction 4715.3 and Army Regulation 200-1, require installations to develop an 
ICRMP as an internal compliance and management tool that integrates the entirety of the cultural 
resources program with ongoing mission activities. As a component of the installation master plan, the 
ICRMP is the MAARNG commander’s decision document for conduct of cultural resources management 
actions and specific compliance procedures. This ICRMP is an internal ARNG compliance and 
management plan that integrates the entirety of the state’s cultural resources program requirements with 
ongoing mission activities. It also allows for ready identification of potential conflicts between the 
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MAARNG mission and cultural resources, and identifies compliance actions necessary to maintain the 
availability of mission-essential properties and acreage.  

This ICRMP revision for the MAARNG is designed to support the military mission and assist individual 
installations in meeting the legal compliance requirements of federal historic preservation laws and 
regulations in a manner consistent with the sound principles of cultural resources stewardship. This 
ICRMP revision establishes priorities for the identification and standards for the evaluation of cultural 
resources within the MAARNG virtual installation, and provides a schedule to accomplish program 
objectives during a 5-year program. The ICRMP also provides a brief description of the MAARNG 
virtual installation, an overview of all known cultural resources across all MAARNG sites, the status of 
inventory and evaluation of resources at each site and training installation, and appropriate compliance 
and management activities for the next 5 years. The sites and training installations that comprise the 
MAARNG virtual installation are listed in Chapter 2 and Appendix D. 

Cultural resources under the stewardship of the MAARNG comprise archaeological sites and artifacts; 
historic buildings and structures; historic objects; historic landscapes; and Native American properties of 
traditional, cultural, and religious significance. To date, 101 archaeological sites have been recorded on 
MAARNG facilities: 69 at Camp Edwards, 26 at Camp Curtis Guild, 2 at the Methuen Readiness Center, 
2 at MAARNG Headquarters at Milford, and 1 each at the Brockton and Westfield Readiness Centers. Of 
these, 43 require further evaluation to determine their eligibility for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). In addition, 165 historic buildings and structures on MAARNG installations 
have been assessed as eligible for listing in the NRHP, either individually or as contributing resources to 
potential historic districts. The Worcester Armory, home of the Massachusetts National Guard Military 
Museum and Archives, and the Lynn Armory are listed on the NRHP. No historic landscapes or Native 
American traditional, religious, or cultural sites on MAARNG facilities have been assessed for eligibility 
for listing on the NRHP. 

MAARNG operational and training activities have the potential to impact cultural resources. Management 
actions proposed by the MAARNG under the original ICRMP to avoid or minimize impacts to cultural 
resources included: 

 Establishment of an MAARNG cultural resources management program 

 Coordination of cultural resources management with the following: 

– Training and testing activities 

– Master planning 

– National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) impact analyses 

– Natural resources and endangered species management planning, including Integrated Natural 
Resource Management Plans and the Integrated Training Area Management program 

– Facility and operational requirements of the assigned units 

– Federally recognized Native American Tribes 

 Establishment of funding priorities and program funds for cultural resources compliance and 
management activities in STEP 

 Development of, as appropriate, programmatic agreements, memoranda of agreement, NAGPRA 
comprehensive agreements and plans of action, and NRHP nominations, and coordination of such 
documents with the ARNG and Headquarters, Department of the Army 
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 Continuation of consulting relationships with the federally recognized Wampanoag Tribe of Gay 
Head – Aquinnah (WTGH-A) and the Massachusetts Historical Commission 

 Development of databases and geographic information system (GIS) layers summarizing existing data 
on MAARNG facilities and cultural resources recorded within those facilities 

 Development of outreach and education initiatives for internal and external stakeholders to increase 
understanding of MAARNG cultural resources policies and procedures 

 Completion of archaeological inventories, inventories of resources of concern to the WTGH-A, 
inventories and evaluations of buildings/structures 50 years old or older, inventories of Cold War-era 
buildings/structures, and historic landscape assessments 

 Initiation of curation procedures in accordance with 36 Code of Federal Regulations 79 

 Completion of facility-specific NHPA section 106 compliance actions to support undertakings 
proposed as part of the MAARNG long-range construction plan, Real Property Development Plan, 
and Range Training Lands Plan (MAARNG 2000b). 

Of these, all were successfully implemented. A full discussion of the successes and challenges of the 
MAARNG cultural resources program over the past 5 years is provided in Chapter 2 of this ICRMP 
revision. 

Review of these successes and challenges with internal and external stakeholders has led the development 
of the following goals and proposed management actions for the MAARNG cultural resources program 
over the next 5 years:  

 Continued coordination of cultural resources management with the following: 

– Installation training and testing activities 

– Master planning 

– NEPA impact analyses 

– Natural resources and endangered species management planning, to include  

○ Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans and Integrated Training Area Management  

– Facility and operational requirements of the assigned units 

– Federally recognized Native American Tribes 

 Establishment of funding priorities and program funds in the STEP for cultural resources compliance 
for 2009–2013. 

 Ongoing development, as appropriate, of programmatic agreements, memoranda of agreement, 
NAGPRA comprehensive agreements and plans of action; and NRHP nominations and coordination 
of such documents with the NGB and Headquarters, Department of the Army 

 Continued completion of compliance actions in support of MAARNG undertakings, as required under 
DoD, federal, and state cultural resources legislations and regulations 

 Completion of the historic architectural survey and evaluation of MAARNG buildings as they reach 
50 years in age  

 Archaeological inventory of unpaved/undisturbed areas at MAARNG installations that have not been 
inventoried 

 Additional consultation efforts with the newly federally recognized Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe  
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 Update of cultural resources databases for historic structures and archaeological sites and GIS data 
layers as new information becomes available and as the MAARNG real property inventory changes.  

Implementation of these actions over the next 5 years will allow MAARNG to efficiently meet their 
obligations of compliance with cultural resources legislation, while supporting the vital military mission 
at each of its sites and training installations. By implementing the management actions in this plan, the 
MAARNG goes beyond minimal compliance to accept the leadership role that the NHPA envisions for 
federal agencies to manage cultural resources in a spirit of stewardship for the inspiration and benefit of 
present and future generations.  
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1. Introduction 

The MAARNG has been managing their cultural resource program under a previously developed 
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). This ICRMP is an update of the plan prepared 
for the MAARNG for Fiscal Years (FY) 2003–2007, and represents an instruction manual for the cultural 
resources management program for FY 2009–2013. It differs from the previous ICRMP primarily in two 
areas. First, this ICRMP revision includes 

 The addition of new policies and regulations such as Executive Orders (EO) 13287 (Preserve 
America), EO 13327 (Federal Real Property Asset Management), and EO 13423 (Strengthening 
Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management), Department of Defense (DoD) 
Instruction (DoDI) 4710.02, the Department of the Army’s Program Comments on Unaccompanied 
Housing Structures and Ammunition Storage Facilities, and recent amendments to the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA). 

 New guidance on the National Guard Bureau (NGB) Status Tool for the Environmental Program 
(STEP) for project funding and data calls for the Army Environmental Database – Environmental 
Quality (AEDB-EQ) report, EO 13327, the Planning Resources for Infrastructure Development and 
Evaluation (PRIDE), the DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings (Unified Facilities 
Criteria [UFC] 4-010-01), sustainability, and tribal consultation.  

 Introduction of new terminology for ARNG infrastructure: virtual installation, training installation, 
site, lot, and facility. 

 A focus on the results of the MAARNG cultural resource program over the past 5 years and how 
various successes and challenges have informed the goals and projects proposed for the program over 
the next 5 years. 

 Streamlining of the standard operating procedures (SOPs) such that guidance specific to the 
responsibilities of the MAARNG Cultural Resources Manager (CRM) is minimized (this guidance is 
now included in a CRM’s Toolbox in Appendix I of the ICRMP revision) and instructions for non-
environmental personnel are emphasized. Flowcharts have been added to each SOP to make them 
more comprehensible to the nonspecialist. 

Secondly, this ICRMP revision was developed from a template. The template was developed to 
standardize ICRMP format and content throughout the country and territories. Elements included within 
this ICRMP revision include the input provided by internal and external stakeholders during development 
of the previous ICRMP, additional input from stakeholders obtained through the review process for the 
ICRMP revision, and information provided by the MAARNG Cultural Resources Manager (CRM). 
Internal and external stakeholders who participated in the development of both the original ICRMP and 
this ICRMP revision include MAARNG and NGB personnel, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), and representatives of American Indian Tribes. The MAARNG CRM provided state-specific 
information for the development of the ICRMP revision including text describing cultural resources 
projects completed over the past 5 years, a review of program goals from the previous ICRMP and a 
summary of how those goals were or were not met, goals and projects developed for the next 5 years, and 
information on any new state regulations and requirements.  

ICRMPs are required by internal military statutes and regulations, which include Army Regulation (AR) 
200-1: Cultural Resources Management, DoDI 4715.3: Environmental Conservation Program, and DoD 
Measures of Merit. The ICRMP is a 5-year plan that supports the military training mission through 
identification of compliance actions required by applicable federal laws and regulations concerning 
cultural resources management.  
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The MAARNG has both federal and state missions. The MAARNG federal mission, outlined in statutes 
and regulations, is to maintain properly trained and equipped units available for prompt mobilization for 
war, national emergency, or as otherwise needed. The state mission is to provide trained and disciplined 
forces for domestic emergencies or as otherwise required by state laws. The Army also has an 
environmental mission to sustain the environment to enable the Army mission and secure the future. 

This introductory chapter describes the purpose of the ICRMP, the goals of the MAARNG cultural 
resource program, the organization of the ICRMP, and outlines roles and responsibilities of both military 
and nonmilitary stakeholders. 

1.1 Mission and Goals for the MAARNG Cultural Resource Program 

The mission of the MAARNG cultural resource program is to support the MAARNG mission, achieve 
regulatory compliance, and ensure that MAARNG stewardship responsibilities are met. Fundamental to 
this mission is the identification of cultural resources and evaluation of their eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). A successful cultural resources management program 
requires projects to identify and evaluate resources, implement protection and compliance actions (such as 
review of proposed undertakings under Section 106 of the NHPA), and collaborate with internal and 
external stakeholders to advance awareness and preservation.  

Accordingly, the goals for the MAARNG cultural resource program are as follows:  

 Support sustainable training (I). 

 Reduce / eliminate landscape access restrictions (II). 

 Protect resources from damage (III). 

 Conserve resources and their information for future generations (IV). 

 Increase cultural resource appreciation (V). 

 Contribute to local, national, and international knowledge base (VI). 

 Enhance working relationships with the Massachusetts SHPO to identify and protect cultural 
resources that may exist at MAARNG facilities. 

 Continue outreach efforts with stakeholders interested in natural and cultural resources. 

 Continue to incorporate cultural resources management issues into annual awareness training sessions 
for MAARNG. 

 Develop education and training programs for MAARNG personnel and contractors on cultural 
resources management topics. 

 Enhance MAARNG personnel awareness of, and appreciation for, cultural resource preservation and 
improve the effectiveness of their decision making by engaging MAARNG personnel in the 
development of SOPs, real property transactions, and on any specific project that might affect cultural 
resources. 

 Incorporate cultural resources management into real property management and planning, master 
planning, Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM), Land Condition Trend Analysis (LCTA), 
Range and Training Land Program (RTLP), homeland security, force protection, threatened and 
endangered species program, and other planning efforts. 
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 Continue consultation with federally recognized Native American Tribes in order to further the 
partnership that will permit the protection of irreplaceable cultural resources while MAARNG 
continues its mission-essential activities. 

 Ensure that scientific and historical data recovered from cultural resources at MAARNG facilities are 
made available (with due regard to confidentiality and security) to researchers, Tribes, and other 
interested parties. 

 Adopt an approach to protecting archaeological resources that is consistent with the Department of 
the Interior’s National Strategy for Federal Archaeology, a strategy that directs the heads of agencies 
within the Department of the Interior to emphasize the wise use and preservation of archaeological 
sites, collections, and records under their management or affected by their programs. 

 Establish funding priorities and program funds in the STEP for cultural resources compliance for 
2009–2013. 

 Continue installation-wide cultural resource surveys. 

 Increase public outreach. 

 NRHP Evaluations of buildings 50 years of age or older 

To support these goals, the MAARNG has established measurable objectives to accomplish over the 5-
year period covered by this ICRMP revision. These objectives are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2. 

1.2 Revised Real Property Definitions 

All federally owned or controlled Army, ARNG, and Army Reserves installations having statutory and 
regulatory cultural resources management responsibilities must prepare and implement an ICRMP per AR 
200-1. Further, NGB guidance requires that all MAARNG holdings be included in the plan, regardless of 
whether they are state or federally owned because federal actions or funding might be implemented, 
which, in turn, triggers compliance with federal regulations. 

Per the NGB-ARI Memorandum dated 20 January 2006 regarding New Real Property Inventory 
Definitions of Installations and Sites, this ICRMP revision uses the following new terminology for 
MAARNG infrastructure, as follows:  

 Parcel: a parcel is a contiguous piece or pieces of land described in a single real estate instrument. A 
parcel can also be described as a specific area of land whose perimeter is delineated by metes and 
bounds or other survey methods. A parcel represents each individual land acquisition by deed or grant 
(i.e., each separate real estate transaction). A single real estate transaction may acquire multiple 
parcels. Each parcel is shown by a single lot record in the Real Property Inventory (RPI). Parcels are, 
therefore, the building blocks of land for a site. A parcel is created by a real estate transaction 
whereby a military department or the state acquires an interest in land, and a legal instrument 
evidences the interest so acquired. 

 Site: in the broadest terms a site is a geographic location. In more focused terms, a site is a specific 
area of land consisting of a single parcel or several contiguous parcels. Each site must be able to 
produce a closed cadastral survey. A site can be any physical location that is or was owned by, leased 
to, or otherwise possessed by one military service or state (for National Guard purposes), to include 
locations under the jurisdiction of the ARNG where a hazardous substance has been deposited, stored, 
disposed of, placed, or otherwise came to be located. Do not combine federal parcels with state 
parcels in a single site, even if contiguous. There will be no sites that contain both federal and state 
owned property; create separate sites. A site may exist in one of three forms: 
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– Land only, where there are no facilities present and where the land consists of either a single 
parcel or two or more contiguous parcels. 

– Facility or facilities only, where the underlying land is neither owned nor controlled by the 
federal or state government. A stand-alone facility can be a site. If a facility is not a stand-alone 
facility, it must be assigned to a site. 

– Land and all the facilities thereon, where the land consists of either a single parcel or two or more 
contiguous parcels. 

Example of rule applied - a state or municipal owned road that traverses an area (i.e., the road only is 
granted by the easement, not the property underneath). The rule defines such an area as a single site if 
the military retains control or ownership of the land under the road. However, if the road and the 
right-of-way along the road are owned by a party other than the military department (i.e., the road and 
the right-of-way [including property under the road] is granted in the easement), then this would be 
two sites since contiguous ownership does not exist. 

 Installation: For real property purposes, an installation is a single site or a grouping of two or more 
sites for inventory reporting. Each state represents a single virtual installation consisting of all sites 
the state controls except sites designated as training installations. Training installations can be their 
own installations if they have their own command structure and if NGB-ARI and NGB-ART have 
jointly agreed that they may be listed as their own ARNG training installation. One or more sites may 
be assigned to any one installation but each can only be assigned to a single installation. An 
installation can exist in three possible forms: 

– A single site designated as an installation, (e.g., Camp Roberts, California); 

– Several non-contiguous or contiguous sites grouped together as a single ARNG training 
installation (e.g., Camp Shelby, Mississippi).  

– Several contiguous or non-contiguous sites grouped together as a single virtual installation, (e.g., 
ARNG manages all the sites in a single state as a virtual installation). 

1.3 Organization of the ICRMP Revision Template 

The ICRMP revision template has been organized to facilitate cultural resource management and 
compliance with AR 200-1 and federal and state cultural resources management regulations and 
requirements. The ICRMP revision template is organized into the following sections: 

Chapter 1: Introduction to the ICRMP Revision. This chapter introduces the ICRMP revision, purpose 
and goals for the cultural resources management program, document organization, and stakeholder 
reviews during development of the ICRMP revision. This chapter also identifies the roles and 
responsibilities of MAARNG personnel, jurisdictional agencies, and stakeholders that are involved in the 
cultural resources compliance process. 

Chapter 2: Cultural Resources Management Strategy. This chapter provides a summary of the goals 
and management actions proposed in the original ICRMP, and a discussion of how those goals were met 
and which management actions were completed. Challenges faced during implementation of the original 
ICRMP are also discussed. The data provided in this review are then used to inform the development of 
goals and management actions for the MAARNG cultural resources program over the next 5 years. This 
chapter also identifies stakeholder planned projects that could have an effect on cultural resources and 
recommendations for completing these projects in compliance with cultural resources management laws 
and regulations. Finally, this chapter provides discussions of the MAARNG’s tribal consultation program 
and curation status of any collections under MAARNG control. 
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Chapter 3: Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). MAARNG personnel, whose mission and 
responsibility is NOT the management of cultural resources, come into contact and could affect cultural 
resources in the course of their work. This chapter provides SOPs to aid such personnel in identifying 
those situations and guiding their actions to ensure compliance and protect cultural resources. 

Chapter 4: References and Resources. This chapter includes references and resources supporting the 
development of the ICRMP and the implementation of the cultural resources program. 

Appendices: In contrast to the previous ICRMP, most of the guidance and reference materials have been 
moved to the appendices. Appendix A provides a glossary of important terms used in the ICRMP 
revision. The remaining appendices are separated into two main categories: Appendices B through G 
include information completed by the MAARNG in support of the ICRMP revision, such as the Record of 
Environmental Consideration (REC) and ICRMP revision review correspondence, planning level survey 
information (historic contexts, predictive models) and summaries of cultural resources investigations 
completed at various sites and training installations, lists of identified archaeological sites and historic 
buildings and structures printed from the ICRMP database, copies of agreement documents negotiated by 
the MAARNG with other stakeholders, copies of annual ICRMP revision reports submitted to NGB over 
the past 5 years, the ICRMP revision distribution list, and contact information for stakeholders. 
Appendices H through J are primarily boilerplate text outlining current laws, regulations, and policies for 
cultural resources management, tools and guidance for the CRM, and sample documents (STEP project 
catalog, Memorandum of Agreement template, AEDB-EQ questionnaire, sample training brief, flyer 
regarding salvage of historic materials during construction projects).  

The required elements of an ICRMP are listed in Table 1-1, along with information regarding where the 
element is found in the ICRMP revision template. 

TABLE 1-1. ELEMENTS OF AN ICRMP. 

ICRMP Element  Location in ICRMP 
Revision 

Identification of all applicable legal requirements and procedures for integrating 
compliance between the various independent cultural resources legal requirements Appendices H–I 

Identification, to the extent possible, of specific actions, projects, and undertakings 
projected over a 5-year period that may require cultural resources legal compliance 
actions 

Chapter 2 

Development and implementation, as appropriate, of a cultural landscape approach to 
installations’ cultural resources management and planning  Chapter 2, Appendix I 

A planning level survey that includes existing information on cultural resources, 
development of or references to existing historic contexts, an archaeological sensitivity 
assessment or archaeological predictive model, and a listing of any federally recognized 
American Indian Tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations associated with the installation 

Appendices C–D (planning 
level survey and 
description of known 
resources) 
Appendix F – tribal 
contacts 

A plan for the actual field inventory and evaluation of cultural resources that is prioritized 
according to the inventory and evaluation requirements associated with specific 
installation compliance requirements, such as NHPA Section 106 undertakings, that 
could affect cultural resources. 

Any electronic spatial data produced by inventories shall conform to the Federal 
Information Processing Standards and spatial data standards for DoD to ensure that the 
spatial data are usable in various spatial data systems 

Chapter 2 
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TABLE 1-1. ELEMENTS OF AN ICRMP. 

ICRMP Element  Location in ICRMP 
Revision 

Internal procedures for consultation, survey inventory evaluations, treatment, 
recordation, monitoring, emergency or inadvertent discovery, reporting, etc., tailored for 
the particular conditions and specific requirements at the MAARNG virtual installation. 
Interface requirements between the cultural resource management program and other 
program areas (including but not limited to natural resources management, ITAM, 
master planning, facilities and housing, and mission-related training and testing 
activities) should be identified. The coordination processes within the installation and 
between the installation, Department of the Army (HQDA), regulatory agencies, and the 
interested public should be defined 

Appendix I – Procedures 
Chapter 2 – Coordination 
Chapter 3 - SOPs 

Provisions for curation of collections and records (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
79) that are associated with NHPA undertakings, and procedures to reduce the amount 
of materials that are accessioned and permanently curated by the MAARNG virtual 
installation 

Chapter 2 

Provisions for limiting the availability of cultural resources locational information for the 
purposes of protecting resources from damage Chapter 2 

Provisions and procedures for conducting an economic analysis and alternative use 
analysis on historic properties that are being considered for demolition and replacement Appendix I 

Procedures to ensure federally recognized Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations 
are provided access to sacred sites and are consulted when future access may be 
restricted, or when effects to the physical integrity of the sacred site may occur 

Chapter 2, Appendix I 

Development of standard treatment measures for cultural resources Chapter 3 

 
1.4 Information Gathering, Input, and Review for the Preparation of 

the ICRMP Revision 

The ICRMP revision is the MAARNG commander’s decision document for cultural resources 
management and specific compliance procedures. This ICRMP revision is an internal MAARNG 
compliance and management plan that integrates the entirety of the state’s cultural resources program 
requirements with ongoing mission activities. It also allows for ready identification of potential conflicts 
between the MAARNG mission and cultural resources management through analysis of impacts from 
currently known mission actions and activities, and identifies compliance actions necessary to maintain 
the availability of mission-essential properties and acreage.  

All cultural resources will be viewed as having the potential to contribute information of value to various 
groups, including the academic community, Tribes, local historical societies, people whose ancestors 
settled the area, and many others. Under the NHPA, it is the responsibility of the MAARNG to take into 
account the effects of its actions on cultural resources and to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any impacts 
that might result from its actions. The MAARNG also has the responsibility to identify and evaluate 
cultural resources present within the virtual installation, both as a proactive measure for planning 
purposes and to better assess the needs of the resources. In addition, the SHPO and Tribes must have an 
opportunity to participate in the identification and management of the cultural resources at each 
MAARNG site and training installation, and the general public and other stakeholders should be offered 
the opportunity to participate as well. A National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review will be 
implemented for this ICRMP revision. A completed REC is included in Appendix B. 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 7 

For these reasons, during the preparation of both the original ICRMP and this ICRMP revision, 
information and input was gathered from MAARNG personnel, agencies, and stakeholders to determine 
and resolve issues related to the management of cultural resources within the MAARNG virtual 
installation. This phase also included participation by any agency with jurisdiction by law or expertise 
(including the SHPO) and Tribes to obtain input early in the development process.  

This ICRMP revision builds upon the comments provided during development of the original ICRMP for 
the MAARNG, providing internal and external stakeholders with the opportunity to reexamine issues and 
procedures now that the first 5-year ICRMP cycle has been completed. Tables 1-2 and 1-3 provide 
summaries of the topics on which various internal and external stakeholders provided input during the 
ICRMP implementation review process, and where these topics are addressed within this ICRMP 
revision. Appendix B provides copies of all review correspondence, as well as the implemented REC for 
this ICRMP revision. Appendix F includes a distribution list for the draft and final versions of this 
ICRMP revision. Appendix G provides copies of the annual updates (which include comments received 
from stakeholders as part of the annual update process) completed since the implementation of the 
original ICRMP. 

The ICRMP revision Template from which this ICRMP revision was developed is the second template 
provided by NGB. The first template, published in 2004, was subject to a number of internal and external 
reviews. Reviewers of the original template included a number of SHPOs, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officers (THPOs) and Tribal representatives, the ACHP, the National Council of SHPOs, State ARNG 
CRMs and Internal Stakeholders, the Office of Director of Environmental Programs (ODEP) / U.S. Army 
Environmental Command (USAEC), NGB Conservation Staff (CRM, NEPA, Geographic Information 
System [GIS]), the NGB Judge Advocate General (JAG), the ARNG Cultural Resources Subcommittee, 
NGB Installation Staff, and NGB Training Staff. 

The 2007 ICRMP revision template was reviewed by a subset of this same pool of reviewers, including 
selected Tribal representatives, state ARNG CRMs (including the Cultural Resources subcommittee), 
NGB conservation staff, NGB installation staff, NGB training staff, and the NGB JAG. 

TABLE 1-2. INTERNAL STAKEHOLDER INFORMATION AND INPUT COMMENTS. 

Title/Area of Responsibility Topics Sections of ICRMP 

Leadership – The Adjutant General 
(TAG), Deputy Chief of Staff No comments on internal draft  

Construction and Facility Management 
Office (CFMO) No comments on internal draft  

U.S. Property and Fiscal Office 
(USPFO)/State Quartermaster No comments on internal draft  

Staff Judge Advocate No comments on internal draft  

Historian 
History of the MAARNG, Records 
Administration, and protection of historic 
objects 

Chapter 3, Appendix E 

ITAM Manager/Natural Resources 
Manager No comments on internal draft  

Public Affairs No comments on internal draft  
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TABLE 1-3. EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDER INFORMATION AND INPUT COMMENTS. 

Title/Area of Responsibility Topics Sections of ICRMP 

Massachusetts Historical 
Commission (MHC) 

Add a reference to the Massachusetts Burial Law 
in text and provide a copy of the MHC’s Know How 
#4 as a figure in text or in an appendix, have SOP 
5 reflect procedures consistent with these 
guidelines 

SOP 5, Appendix H 

Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head – 
Aquinnah (WTGH-A) 

Input has been solicited; no comments to date  

Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal 
Council 

Input has been solicited; no comments to date  

State agencies SOPs, make sure to include memorandum of 
agreement (MOA) for Massachusetts Military 
Reservation 

Appendices E and H 

Tenants and other users  SOPs  

NGB Will comment on Draft Final  

 

1.5 Roles and Responsibilities 

This section contains a list of MAARNG staff responsible for the implementation of the cultural resources 
management program and nonmilitary agencies and stakeholders that also have responsibilities to the 
program. Electronic links are created to AR 200-1 for a listing of the individual MAARNG staff 
responsibilities. Appendix F contains the points of contact (POCs) for the Tribes and all other 
stakeholders. 

Once the roles and responsibilities are established, there are opportunities to tailor the compliance process 
to operations and minimize impacts on the mission. Programmatic agreements (Pas), under Section 106 of 
the NHPA, are a good tool that can be used to tailor NHPA compliance to installation-specific situations. 
Comprehensive agreements (CAs) under NAGPRA can help minimize or avoid mandatory 30-day 
shutdown periods if human remains are discovered. The critical key to managing an effective cultural 
resources program is consulting early in project planning and maintaining open lines of communication 
with other involved entities. 

1.5.1 Military Personnel Responsibilities 

The Army, NGB, and MAARNG personnel have important responsibilities for the implementation and 
success of the cultural resources management program. Participants in the management of cultural 
resources include the following:  

 ODEP: Carries out the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM) Army staff 
function for the Army’s Cultural Resources Management Program. 

 NGB: NGB provides funding for cultural resources program projects and compliance actions, and is 
the primary POC for installation requirements. The NGB reviews the ICRMP for legal sufficiency 
and works with the state ARNG to respond to comments from stakeholders (SHPOs, Tribes, and 
interested parties). The commanding officer of NGB-ARE must sign the finding of no significant 
impact (FNSI) after the ICRMP and EA have been through public review and comment periods under 
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the NEPA, in order for the ICRMP and EA to be considered complete. NGB-ARE reviews all other 
legal documents (PAs, memoranda of agreement [MOAs], CAs) for legal sufficiency, provides for 
review of such documents by the ODEP/ACSIM, and is the primary signatory in addition to TAG.  

 MAARNG Virtual Installation:  

– CRM: As appointed in accordance with AR 200-1 d(1)(a), provides day-to-day management for 
cultural resources, helps ensure that all MAARNG virtual installation activities are in compliance 
with applicable cultural resources requirements, serves as a liaison between all persons involved 
in the ICRMP, writes the ICRMP or develops its statement of work, and implements the ICRMP. 

– Directorate of Installation Support or Directorate of Public Works, including  

○ Master Planner: Should have the ICRMP as a component plan within the MAARNG virtual 
installation Master Plan and Design Guide. 

○ Engineers: Should include time schedules for cultural resources consultation in their project 
design and delivery schedules. 

○ Directorate of Public Works Maintenance Shops: Are responsible for doing minor 
maintenance and repairs to installation property. Both the shops and work order section 
should have the current inventory of cultural resources, and should use the appropriate 
standards and techniques established for maintenance and repair of historic properties. 

○ Utilities: Might have a permitting system established for anyone who wants to dig on the 
installation. The CRM can review digging plans submitted to them or provide them with an 
inventory and map of all known archaeological sites. 

– Resource Management Office: Is responsible for the financial management and accounting for 
the MAARNG virtual installation’s funds. They will track any cultural resources funds and are a 
source of information on funding. 

– Contracting Office: Will give advice on spending funds to accomplish the cultural resources 
program. The contract office should be made aware of any legal requirements or agreements for 
cultural resources to ensure that contracts are consistent with those requirements. 

– Staff Judge Advocate (SJA): Will review MOAs, PAs, CAs, Plans of Action, and any other 
legally binding cultural resources documents for legal sufficiency. They can also interpret the 
various laws and regulations related to cultural resources management. 

– Land and Natural Resource Managers: Can provide background information concerning sites, 
environmental and geographic factors, surface disturbance, access, vegetation, wildlife, 
endangered species, wetlands, and other resources. 

– Directorate of Plans and Training, and Range Control: Allocate and schedule the use of 
training lands to units for field exercises. They should have the current inventory of cultural 
resources found on the training lands and should be provided information on any agreement 
documents, the ICRMP, CAs, and pertinent regulations that could impact training. 

– Real property office: Primary source of data needed to determine if a building or group of 
buildings is eligible for the NRHP and should be coordinated with to track historic properties. 

– Unit Historical Officer: Can assist in locating background information on military activities. 

– Public Affairs Office (PAO): Can help find historic information concerning sites or activities 
and can assist in developing interpretive programs. The PAO can also assist in promoting the 
ICRMP to the public and the installation. The PAO can promote Historic Preservation Week 
(May) activities to increase public awareness. 
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1.5.2 Nonmilitary Participants 

This section summarizes the roles of the following nonmilitary participants: 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP): The ACHP issues regulations to implement 
Section 106 of the NHPA; provides guidance and advice on the application of its regulations, 36 CFR 
Part 800; oversees the operation of the Section 106 process; and approves federal agency procedures for 
substitution of ACHP regulations. 

State Historic Preservation Officer: The SHPO reflects the interests of the state or territory and its 
citizens in the preservation of their cultural heritage. In accordance with Section 101(b)(3) of the NHPA, 
the SHPO advises and assists the ARNG in carrying out its Section 106 responsibilities. The SHPO also 
advises and consults in the development of an ICRMP (see Appendix H). If a Tribe has assumed the 
responsibilities of the SHPO for Section 106 on tribal lands under Section 101(d)(2) of the NHPA, TAG 
shall consult with the THPO, in lieu of the SHPO, regarding undertakings occurring on or affecting 
historic properties on tribal lands. The SHPO may participate as a consulting party if the Tribe agrees to 
include the SHPO. 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer: A THPO appointed or designated in accordance with the NHPA is 
the official representative of a Tribe for the purposes of section 106. If a Tribe has not assumed the 
responsibilities of the SHPO for Section 106 on tribal lands under Section 101(d)(2) of the NHPA, TAG 
shall consult with the Tribe in addition to the SHPO regarding undertakings occurring on or affecting 
historic properties on tribal lands (see Appendix H). 

Tribes1 Section 101(d)(6)(B) of the NHPA requires the ARNG commander to consult with any Tribe that 
attaches religious and cultural significance to historic properties that could be affected by an undertaking. 
Such consultation shall be on a government-to-government basis, and shall occur through the provisions 
of the NHPA and 36 CFR Part 800. It is the responsibility of TAG to seek to identify federally recognized 
Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations that shall be consulted pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA 
(see Chapter 2 and Appendices H and I). 

Interested Parties and the Public: The installation shall seek and consider the views of the general 
public and any other interested parties regarding the development and implementation of the ICRMP (see 
Appendix B), including historic preservation organizations. 

  

                                                      
1 The word ―Tribes‖ (with a capital T) is used inclusively throughout this ICRMP to include American Indian tribes, Alaska Natives and 
organizations, Native Americans, and Native Hawaiians, and organizations as defined in the National Historic Preservation Act and the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 
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2. Cultural Resource Management Strategy 

This chapter provides an overview of the MAARNG cultural resources program, its successes and 
challenges over the past 5 years related to the implementation of the previous ICRMP, the status of 
Section 110 investigations at each site and training installation, and appropriate compliance and 
management activities for the next 5 years. In addition, MAARNG projects planned for the next 5 years 
that require cultural resources compliance and management activities are identified.  

2.1 MAARNG Cultural Resources within the Virtual Installation 

The MAARNG virtual installation includes 500 buildings/structures and 16,300 acres within 47 sites and 
two training installations (see Appendix D). All of the sites and training installations discussed in this 
ICRMP revision are either federally owned or supported with federal funds. These include readiness 
centers (RC), combined support maintenance shops (CSMS), aviation support facilities (AASF), and field 
maintenance shops (FMS).  

The inventory of cultural resources managed by the MAARNG includes archaeological sites, historic 
buildings, structures, and objects, and resources of traditional, religious, or cultural significance to Native 
American Tribes. Table 2-1 provides a list of the MAARNG sites and training installations with notes 
concerning the status of inventories and evaluations as stipulated under Section 110 of the NHPA. The 
majority of buildings and structures aged 50 years or older within the MAARNG real property inventory 
have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility; projects to inventory buildings and structures that have turned 
50 years old or that will turn 50 years old by 2012 have been programmed for funding. Archaeological 
surveys have been completed at 11 MAARNG sites: Ayer (Devens), Brockton, Camp Curtis Guild, Fall 
River, Methuen, Milford (Headquarters, State Area Command [HQ STARC]), Natick (Speen Street), 
Pittsfield, Rehoboth, Wellesley, Westfield, and Worcester (Lincoln Street), and are ongoing at Camp 
Edwards training installation. Of these, the surveys conducted at Brockton, Camp Curtis Guild, Camp 
Edwards, Methuen, Milford (HQ STARC), and Westfield have resulted in the recordation of 
archaeological sites. The archaeological survey of Camp Edwards is 100 percent complete. Together, 
15,041 of the total 15,536 acres within the MAARNG virtual installation that are accessible for 
archaeological survey (excludes acreage beneath buildings and pavement) have been surveyed. Of the 
acreage, 58.38 of 15,536 accessible acres are federal lands while 15,477.62 of 15,536 accessible acres are 
state lands. Zero resources of traditional, religious, or cultural significance to Native American Tribes 
have been recorded on MAARNG lands; however, the MAARNG maintains an ongoing consulting 
relationship with interested Native American Tribes to ensure that MAARNG actions do not adversely 
affect significant tribal resources. 

TABLE 2-1. STATUS OF NHPA SECTION 110 INVENTORY AND EVALUATION. 
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Agawam 1 0 0 0 2.099 0 0 0 0 
Ayer (Devens) 17 8 8 0 30.833 30.833 0 0 0 
Bourne 1 1 0 0 0.189 .189 0 0 0 
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TABLE 2-1. STATUS OF NHPA SECTION 110 INVENTORY AND EVALUATION. 

Site/Installation 

To
ta

l #
 o

f 
bu

ild
in

gs
 

# 
of

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
 5

0 
ye

ar
s 

or
 o

ld
er

 

# 
of

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
 

ev
al

ua
te

d 

# 
of

 e
lig

ib
le

 
bu

ild
in

gs
 

To
ta

l a
cr

ea
ge

/ 
to

ta
l a

cc
es

si
bl

e 
ac

re
ag

e 
 

To
ta

l a
cr

ea
ge

 
su

rv
ey

ed
 

# 
of

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

 
si

te
s 

# 
of

 
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

 
si

te
s 

ev
al

ua
te

d 

# 
of

 e
lig

ib
le

 
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

 
si

te
s 

Braintree 1 1 0 0 1.082 1.082 0 0 0 
Bridgewater 1 0 0 0 0.778 0 0 0 0 
Brockton 3 1 1 0 9.706 9.706 1 1 0 
Cambridge 2 0 0 0 0.335 0 0 0 0 
Camp Curtis Guild 57 36 28 28 686.744 686.744 26 10 16* 
Camp Edwards/Otis 
Air National Guard 
Base (ANGB) 

387 95 95 90 14,221.39 14,221.39 68 46 22* 

Chicopee 1 1 1 1 2.721 2.721 1 1 1 
Clinton 1 1 1 1 0.10 0 0 0 0 
Concord 1 1 1 1 0.478 0.478 0 0 0 
Danvers 1 0 0 0 3.538 0 0 0 0 
Dorchester 3 2 2 2 2.023 2.023 0 0 0 
Fall River 4 2 2 1 1.353 1.353 0 0 0 
Falmouth 1 1 0 0 2.30 0 0 0 0 
Framingham 3 3 3 3 1.4 1.4 0 0 0 
Gardner 2 1 1 1 1.217 1.217 0 0 0 
Greenfield 1 1 1 1 0.25 0 0 0 0 
Hanscom AFB 2 2 2 0 12.2 12.2 5 5 0 
Hingham 2 2 2 2 0.285 0 0 0 0 
Hudson 2 2 1 1 0.853 0 0 0 0 
Leominster 1 0 0 0 1.393 0 0 0 0 
Lexington 1 0 0 0 0.942 0 0 0 0 
Lynn 2 2 2 2 0.12 0 0 0 0 
Melrose 1 1 1 1 0.725 0.725 0 0 0 
Methuen 1 1 1 1 2.376 2.376 2 2 0 
Middleboro 1 1 1 1 1.622 1.622 0 0 0 
Milford HQ STARC 7 0 0 0 84.391 4 2 0 2* 
Natick 1 1 1 1 26.171 26.171 0 0 0 
Newburyport 3 3 3 3 5.159 0 0 0 0 
Newton 1 1 1 1 0.102 0 0 0 0 
Northampton 
(Florence) 1 0 0 0 33.142 0 0 0 0 

Northbridge 
(Whitinsville) 3 0 0 0 0.274 0 0 0 0 

Pittsfield 3 0 0 0 3.01 3.01 0 0 0 
Plymouth 1 1 1 1 0.28 0 0 0 0 
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TABLE 2-1. STATUS OF NHPA SECTION 110 INVENTORY AND EVALUATION. 
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Quincy 3 2 2 2 0.651 0 0 0 0 
Rehoboth 8 8 8 8 9.045 4.0 0 0 0 
Springfield 3 0 0 0 2.901 0 0 0 0 
Taunton 1 0 0 0 9.249 0 0 0 0 
Ware 1 1 1 1 2.078 2.078 0 0 0 
Wellesley 3 0 0 0 2.688 2.688 0 0 0 
Westfield 3 3 3 3 1.739 1.739 1 0 1* 
Westfield (Barnes) 3 0 0 0 19.826 19.826 0 0 0 
Westover AFB 2 1 0 0 NA     
Worcester 
(Lincoln Street) 3 0 0 0 0.939 0.939 0 0 0 

Worcester 5 0 0 0 0.647 0.647 0 0 0 
Worcester 
(Salisbury Street) 1 1 1 1 NA     

*Sites require further evaluation 

2.2 Management Actions  

This section summarizes the specific actions required to manage the cultural resources under the 
stewardship of the MAARNG for the next 5 years, as well as summarizing the actions taken over the past 
5 years. Cultural resource actions can include initiation or continuation of Native American consultation 
not related to a specific project, GIS cultural resource layer development, development of a cultural 
resource training and awareness program for non-CRM staff, CRM training, development of agreement 
documents, and fulfillment of federal curation requirements. 

2.2.1 Summary and Results of the FY 2003–2007 ICRMP 

Actions proposed in support of the MAARNG cultural resources management program in the original 
ICRMP (PAL 2002) included  

 Establishment of an MAARNG cultural resources management program 

 Coordination of cultural resources management with the following: 

– Training and testing activities 

– Master planning 

– NEPA impact analyses 

– Natural resources and endangered species management planning, including Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plans (INRMPs) and the ITAM program 
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– Facility and operational requirements of the assigned units 

– Federally recognized Native American Tribes 

 Establishment of funding priorities and program funds for cultural resources compliance and 
management activities in STEP 

 Development of, as appropriate, PAs, MOAs, NAGPRA CAs and Plans of Action, and NRHP 
nominations, and coordination of such documents with the ARNG and HQDA (USAEC) 

 Continuation of consulting relationships with federally recognized WTGH-A and the MHC 

 Development of databases and GIS layers summarizing existing data on MAARNG facilities and 
cultural resources recorded within those facilities 

 Development of outreach and education initiatives for internal and external stakeholders to increase 
understanding of MAARNG cultural resources policies and procedures 

 Completion of archaeological inventories, inventories of resources of concern to the WTGH-A, 
inventories and evaluations of buildings/structures 50 years old or older, inventories of Cold War-era 
buildings/structures, and historic landscape assessments 

 Initiation of curation procedures in accordance with 36 CFR 79 

 Completion of facility-specific NHPA section 106 compliance actions to support undertakings 
proposed as part of the MAARNG long-range construction plan (LRCP), Real Property Development 
Plan (RPDP), and Range Training Lands Plan (RTLP) (MAARNG 2000b). 

Since implementation of the original ICRMP, the MAARNG has been proactive in achieving the 
initiatives outlined above. The MAARNG hired a dedicated CRM in 2002; this staff member served as 
coordinator for the MAARNG cultural resource management through September 2005. Since September 
2005, the duties of the CRM have been reassigned to the NEPA Manager (statewide) and the Natural 
Resources Manager (Camp Edwards). The MAARNG master planner is kept informed regarding cultural 
resources compliance matters. Environmental program staff members, including the environmental 
manager, biologists, and geologists, assist the CRM as appropriate. As MAARNG personnel rely on the 
CRM for assistance and guidance, the CRM must be fully trained in federal and state cultural resources 
requirements and procedures to improve the quality of assistance and advice provided to other MAARNG 
personnel and units, as well as expediting consultation with the MHC and other appropriate entities.  

The CRM also serves as the primary contact at MAARNG Headquarters for Native American Tribes. 
Formal designation of a coordinator for Native American affairs is not recommended at this time, but 
such an appointment should be made if consultation with Native American groups indicates the need for 
such a position. Official communications with the federally recognized WTGH-A and Mashpee 
Wampanoag Tribe are managed by or coordinated with the THPO/Tribal Chair. The CRM also is 
responsible for official communications with state-recognized tribes (e.g., Nipmuc Nation) and the 
Massachusetts Commission on Indian Affairs. 

Specific projects/initiatives completed since implementation of the initial ICRMP in 2002 include the 
following: 

 Creation of cultural resources databases and GIS coverages for all MAARNG facilities 

 Programming of STEP projects for inventories and compliance actions specified in the 2002 ICRMP 
implementation plan 

 Completion of historic building surveys for 95 percent of MAARNG buildings 50 years or older 

 Completion of Cold War contexts for Camp Edwards and Camp Curtis Guild 
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 Implementation and/or development of MOAs for mitigation of adverse effects of undertakings at 
Camp Edwards, Framingham, Natick (Speen Street), Rehoboth, and Westfield (Franklin Street) 

 Completion of 100 percent archaeological surveys of unimproved acreage at the Brockton, Devens 
(Ayer), Fall River, Methuen, Natick (Speen Street), Pittsfield, Rehoboth, Wellesley, and Westfield 
(Franklin Street) sites 

 Development of a predictive model and completion of an intensive (locational) archaeological survey 
of 60 percent of the acreage at Camp Curtis Guild 

 Significant reduction of acreage requiring archaeological survey at Camp Edwards through a 
combination of revisions to the existing archaeological sensitivity map and additional archaeological 
survey 

 Review of PAL, Inc.’s curation facility in Pawtucket, Rhode Island (approved as a curation facility by 
the MHC and WTGH-A) to ensure that it meets the standards of 36 CFR 79 

 Hosting several workshops and training sessions on cultural resources management issues for 
members of the MAARNG, contractors, partner agencies, and other ARNG CRMs. 

 

2.2.2 Goals and Objectives for the 2009–2013 ICRMP Revision 

Based on the analysis of successes and challenges associated with the implementation of the previous 
ICRMP, the MAARNG has prepared the following updated list of installationwide management actions 
to be completed over the next 5 years: 

 Continued coordination of cultural resources management with the following: 

– Training and testing activities 

– Master planning 

– NEPA impact analyses 

– Natural resources and endangered species management planning, to include INRMPs and ITAM 

– Facility and operational requirements of the assigned units 

– Federally recognized Native American Tribes 

 Establishment of funding priorities and program funds in STEP for cultural resources compliance for 
2009–2013 

 Ongoing development, as appropriate, of PAs, MOAs, NAGPRA CAs and Plans of Action, and 
NRHP nominations and coordination of such documents with the ARNG and HQDA 

 Continued completion of compliance actions in support of MAARNG undertakings, as required under 
DoD, federal, and state cultural resources legislations and regulations. 

In addition, implementation of the ICRMP between FY 2008 and FY 2012 will focus on the following 
overall program initiatives (Table 2-2): completion of the historic architectural survey and evaluation of 
MAARNG buildings as they reach 50 years in age, the archaeological inventory of unpaved/undisturbed 
areas at MAARNG sites and training installations that have not been inventoried, and additional 
consultation efforts with the newly federally recognized Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe. Cultural resources 
databases for historic structures and archaeological sites and GIS data layers will be updated as new 
information becomes available and as the MAARNG real property inventory changes.  
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TABLE 2-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROJECTS FOR FY 2009–2013. 

Site/Installation Project # Description Proposed Fiscal 
Year for Completion 

Distribute SOPs to all MAARNG 
sites and training installations; 
incorporate SOPs into training 
literature, in-briefs, and 
orientations 

 Installationwide 

 

Native American Consultation  Installationwide  

Archaeological inventories  Camp Edwards, Milford, 
Westfield (Barnes) 

 

NRHP evaluations of buildings 
50 years old or older  Installationwide   

Historic Landscape Surveys  Camp Edwards, Camp Curtis 
Guild 

 

Curation (as appropriate)  Installationwide  
Training for CRM and Facility 
Managers  Installationwide  

Annual Reporting and ICRMP 
Review (AEDB-EQ/ PRIDE/ 
STEP) 

 Installationwide 
 

Begin development of ICRMP 
update  Installationwide  

 
The MAARNG CRM will ensure that other MAARNG and NGB planning document preparers are 
provided with the most current data about cultural resources and that there is better integration of cultural 
resources issues and concerns in real property and range and training plans, including the FY 2005 update 
to the RTLP Development Plan (MAARNG 2000b) and the FY 2005 Site Development Plans prepared 
for Camp Edwards and Camp Curtis Guild. The MAARNG will establish funding priorities for cultural 
resources compliance and management activities in STEP. 

The ICRMP is intended to substantially improve the quality of information available to facilities 
managers and staffs. To enhance familiarity with resources and compliance requirements, the MAARNG 
will conduct a training/management workshop on cultural resources for MAARNG facilities staff every 
several years. The emphasis in the workshop will be satisfying compliance requirements and practical 
management issues that arise in implementing the ICRMP. As noted above, a workshop on cultural 
resources management was conducted in FY 2003; plans are underway for another workshop in FY 2010. 
The MAARNG Environmental Program Manager (EPM) attends the monthly CFMO meeting at Milford 
Headquarters and holds a monthly environmental program meeting to communicate information on 
upcoming projects. Guidance for programming projects is provided in Appendices I and J.  

2.2.3 Cultural Resources Compliance Actions, FY 2009–2013 Undertakings 

In addition to the management actions and site- or training installation-specific projects noted in section 
2.2.2, this section outlines Section 106 compliance actions to be completed in support of projects initiated 
by other directorates within the MAARNG over the next 5 years (see Table 2-3), in order of current 
military construction (MILCON) funding priority. The CRM must develop projects and plans for the 
identification and protection of cultural resources and compliance actions needed when resources could 
be affected. Cultural resources compliance actions can include archaeological or historic building surveys, 
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consultation with the SHPO, impacts mitigation, arranging for and agreements with curation facilities, 
initiation of Tribal consultation related to a specific project, or development of agreement documents for a 
specific project. These projects might be necessary due to mission changes or master planning initiatives, 
or might be a part of ITAM projects; natural resource management plans; major maintenance programs; 
changes in equipment, assets, mission, or training; and consolidating or relocating units. 

TABLE 2-3. CULTURAL RESOURCES COMPLIANCE ACTIONS PLANNED FOR FY 2009–2013. 

Location Description of Undertaking Proposed Compliance Action 

Ayer 
(Devens) 

Construct a new class 7 and 9 warehouse. 
Add to/alter the CSMS and allied trades 
shops, or relocate CSMS. 
Construct required parking facilities. 
Construct 26th Brigade readiness center 

Complete an MHC Project Notification Form; no 
effect on historic properties based on previous 
negative archaeological survey and building 
evaluation results. 

Bridgewater Addition or alteration to RC 

Evaluate Armory (A0001) and, if the building is 
determined eligible, redesign project as necessary, or 
negotiate mitigation measures in an MOA with the 
MHC. 
Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Brockton Upgrade the armory – interior only. 

Assess Cold War significance of armory and, if 
Armory is determined eligible, redesign project as 
necessary, or negotiate mitigation measures in a 
MOA with the MHC. 

Camp Curtis 
Guild 

Replace World War I buildings and 
associated buildings (except for building 5) 
with modern training area support facilities 
including unit headquarters buildings, RC, 
barracks, dining facility, training simulations 
building, classroom building, indoor firing 
range, and a .25-mile track, and athletic field. 

These undertakings, outlined in the forthcoming Site 
Development Plan for Camp Curtis Guild, will be 
assessed in terms of their likely impacts on the 
historic district and identified archaeological 
resources. Pending the results of that internal 
assessment, the MAARNG will seek to negotiate a 
facility-specific PA covering compliance actions and 
mitigation measures for implementation of the Site 
Development Plan. 

Camp 
Edwards 

Refer to Site Development Plan project list 
provided in section 4.3.4 (13 items). 
Nonstandard training projects 
Projects (wells and soil excavations) 
proposed by the Groundwater Study 
Program. 

The undertakings outlined in the Site Development 
Plan for Camp Edwards will be assessed in terms of 
their likely impacts on historic buildings and 
resources of interest to the WTGH-A. Pending the 
results of that internal assessment, the MAARNG will 
seek to negotiate a facility-specific PA covering 
compliance actions and mitigation measures for 
implementation of the Site Development Plan. 

Danvers Addition or alteration to RC 

Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 
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TABLE 2-3. CULTURAL RESOURCES COMPLIANCE ACTIONS PLANNED FOR FY 2009–2013. 

Location Description of Undertaking Proposed Compliance Action 

Framingham Addition or alteration to RC 

Evaluate Armory (A0001) and, if the building is 
determined eligible, redesign project as necessary, or 
negotiate mitigation measures in a MOA with the 
MHC. 
Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Hudson Addition or alteration to RC 

The Armory and motor vehicle storage building 
(MVSB) are eligible for listing in the NRHP; if the 
project will alter character-defining features of these 
buildings, redesign project as necessary, or negotiate 
mitigation measures in a MOA with the MHC. 
Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Leominster Addition or alteration to RC 

Evaluate Armory (A0001) and, if the building is 
determined eligible, redesign project as necessary, or 
negotiate mitigation measures in a MOA with the 
MHC. 
Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Methuen 
Demolish the MVSB. 
Construct a stand-alone building behind the 
Armory. 

Compliance actions in support of these projects are 
substantially completed as of the implementation of 
this ICRMP. The MHC and Methuen Historical 
Commission are reviewing the MOA regarding 
mitigation measures to be implemented by the 
MAARNG; it is anticipated that the MOA will be 
signed and implemented in 2007. 

Milford Renovate Headquarters, State Area 
Command for Joint Forces. 

Although the full design for the proposed renovations 
has not been completed, there will be some 
construction in previously undisturbed portions of the 
site. An archaeological survey will be required for the 
construction footprint. 

Natick 
(Speen 
Street) 

Demolish buildings 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, A, B, C, D, 
E, and F; the unreported flammable storage 
building; and the loading dock.  
Modernize Building 3 for Weapons of Mass 
Destruction detachment. 

Both projects will represent adverse effects on the 
historic district defined at this facility. Accordingly, the 
MAARNG will consult with the MHC and Natick 
Historical Commission regarding alternatives and/or 
mitigation measures for these projects. The 
MAARNG has negotiated an MOA with the MHC and 
Natick Historic Commission. 
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TABLE 2-3. CULTURAL RESOURCES COMPLIANCE ACTIONS PLANNED FOR FY 2009–2013. 

Location Description of Undertaking Proposed Compliance Action 

Quincy Addition or alteration to RC 

The Armory and MVSB are eligible for listing in the 
NRHP; if the project will alter character-defining 
features of these buildings, redesign project as 
necessary, or negotiate mitigation measures in a 
MOA with the MHC. 
Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Rehoboth 

Demolish some buildings. 
Construct required privately owned vehicle 
(POV) and Government owned vehicle 
(GOV) parking. 
Construct RC 
Upgrade the road network. 

The buildings and structures at Rehoboth associated 
with the PR-19 NIKE Control Area (e.g., all those 
constructed in 1955) comprise a potential historic 
district eligible for listing on the NRHP. Demolition of 
buildings at this facility will require consultation with 
the MHC and the Rehoboth Historical Commission.  
Archaeological survey of the unpaved acreage at the 
facility in 2005 did not result in the identification of 
intact archaeological deposits.  
The MAARNG also will consult with the WTGH-A and 
Mashpee Wampanoag to identify any additional 
issues or concerns of the Tribe relative to the 
proposed projects. 

Springfield Addition or alteration to RC 

Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Westfield 
(Barnes) Construct new RC or facility. 

Complete an archaeological survey of any acreage 
that will be disturbed by the proposed project and, if 
eligible sites are encountered, coordinate with the 
MHC and Tribes to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to the sites. 

Worcester 
(Lincoln 
Street) 

Expand parking area. 
Archaeological survey and testing of the unpaved 
acreage at this facility.  

-- Construct up to 5 new RCs. 

1. Complete planning level survey for new facilities. 
2. Complete surveys and evaluations as appropriate 

to identify historic properties. 
3. Assess potential impacts to historic properties 

from construction. 
4. Consult with MHC, Tribes, and other interested 

parties to mitigate adverse impacts. 

 
As noted above, guidance for developing and implementing the projects and protecting resources is 
included in Appendix I.  

Camp Curtis Guild Site Development Plan 
The current Site Development Plan for Camp Curtis Guild recommends that MAARNG improve the 
troop and equipment facilities, demolish structures that no longer serve the military training mission or 
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the state and local agency support mission or that are beyond cost-effective repair; construct new facilities 
to support the military training mission, construct a modern FMS facility to serve MAARNG units in the 
northeastern region of the state, and repair and upgrade facilities that are to be retained for future use.  

Specific site improvements consist of (1) replace or upgrade all site-owned electrical, water, and sewer 
lines within the cantonment area and connect propane-heated facilities to natural gas; (2) replace World 
War I buildings and associated buildings (except for building 5) with modern training area support 
facilities including unit headquarters buildings, barracks, dining facility, training simulations building, 
classroom building, and a .25-mile track and athletic field; (3) replace these outdated facilities with 
modern training area support facilities; and (4) construct a modern, multibay, drive-through OMS. The 
cantonment area is also being analyzed for development and upgrade to support the training mission as 
well as the requirements for state programs.  

The Range and Training Land Program Development Plan (MAARNG 2000b) provides a detailed 
analysis of the MAARNG training facilities needed to fully support the units’ training requirements in 
type, quantity, and quality. The preferred plan alternatives consist of two specific recommendations (in 
order of priority): (1) renovate Range D to an Army Standard Combat Pistol Qualification Course to 
provide MAARNG with a range for pistol qualification, and (2) renovate Range A to an Army Standard 
baffled Modified Record of Fire Range to provide the MAARNG with the most modern facility for M16 
qualification without the requirement for a surface danger zone waiver. Replacement of a 25-meter indoor 
fire range also is included in the current MAARNG LRCP.  

In addition, the MAARNG Unit Commander who desires to train at Camp Curtis Guild is responsible for 
complying with the SOPs set forth in this ICRMP. One requirement of this procedure is completing a 
Training Record of Environmental Consideration (TREC) for all training activities to be conducted at 
Camp Curtis Guild. This system emphasizes preventing rather than repairing damage to the training site. 
The TREC must be sent through Camp Curtis Guild to the EPM/CRM. 

As noted in chapter 3, a comprehensive architectural survey and evaluation of buildings and structures at 
Camp Curtis Guild, including preparation of a Cold War context, were completed in the fall of 2003. As a 
result of this survey, a historic district consisting of World War I buildings, including all buildings 
constructed between 1905 and 1945 and all of the firing ranges, was defined. Similarly, in 2002, the 
MAARNG contracted PAL, Inc., to complete an archaeological predictive model for the camp, based in 
part on archival research and walkover of the facility and in part on the results of an intensive (locational) 
archaeological survey of a 10 percent sample of the nonwetland acreage (Ford and Cherau 2002). This 
survey effort identified 15 pre-Contact sites, 11 of which require further evaluation to determine NRHP-
eligibility.  

In 2004, the MAARNG contracted PAL, Inc., to survey all of the remaining acreage at Camp Curtis 
Guild; however, due to unexploded ordnance (UXO) concerns in the center of the site, the survey effort 
was halted upon completion of acreage in the cantonment area and the portions of the facility north of 
Carney Street (approx. 50% of the proposed acreage). The survey resulted in the identification of 11 
additional pre-Contact period sites (Bonner and Cherau 2005); of these, 5 were assessed as not eligible for 
listing on the NRHP and 6 were assessed as requiring further evaluation should future undertakings have 
the potential to impact the site area. In addition to the survey, PAL, Inc., completed shovel test arrays 
around six of the 11 sites recorded during the 2003 survey. As a result of this additional testing, sites 
CCG 3 and CCG 7 were assessed as not eligible for listing on the NRHP, while sites CCG 5, CCG 6, 
CCG 9 and CCG 10 were confirmed as requiring further evaluation should future undertakings involve 
impacts on the site area. 
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A number of the undertakings discussed in the paragraphs above will likely result in impacts on this 
historic district or on identified archaeological sites within the cantonment area and ranges. To date, 
however, only the construction of the new FMS has been designed to the extent that specific impacts can 
be identified. The MAARNG submitted a Project Notification Form (PNF) regarding the FMS project to 
the MHC in August 2004. After several rounds of negotiation and some design changes, the MHC 
concurred that the project would have no effect on historic properties (letter dated 21 December 2004).  

As the MAARNG finalizes the remainder of the Site Development Plan (SDP) for Camp Curtis Guild, 
and progresses with project design, the MAARNG will assess the potential for projects proposed in the 
plan to impact the historic district and identified archaeological sites. Should this assessment identify 
impacts, the MAARNG will work with the MHC and local historical commissions to develop a facility-
specific PA to streamline compliance actions and outline mitigation measures for the entire site 
development plan. 

Camp Edwards Site Development Plan 
The SDP for Camp Edwards (The Cecil Group, Inc. 2004) outlines the following specific objectives for 
future improvements to the facility: 

 Ensure building and facility design and location are in accordance with Army and ARNG mission 
requirements 

 Consolidate similar and supporting activities and functions 

 Modernize training facilities 

 Modernize infrastructure to support current and future cantonment area uses 

 Accommodate brigade-level training within Camp Edwards 

 Provide brigade-level support services in the cantonment area 

 Improve mobilization in accordance with new mission requirements 

 Preserve significant historic buildings and structures within Camp Edwards, where appropriate 

 Ensure the design of the new development complements surrounding significant and historic 
buildings 

 Minimize any adverse impacts on land uses adjacent to Camp Edwards 

 Ensure buildings and facilities are robust and designed to accommodate multiple uses, wherever 
possible 

 Ensure buildings are constructed with sustainable techniques and materials 

 Minimize interruptions to the ongoing operations during renovations 

 Preserve and protect existing ecological values within Camp Edwards, including wildlife habitats, 
wetland areas, and groundwater quality 

 Minimize energy use within Camp Edwards 

 Conform to the Environmental Performance Standards previously established for the cantonment and 
training areas. 
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Key improvements projects referenced in the SDP, to take place over a 9-year period, include the 
following (not listed in order of priority or cost): 

 Consolidate training headquarters and classroom facilities that relate to the billeting area (south) and 
relocated Facilities Engineering and warehouse areas (north) within the 3400 area. This also entails 
relocation of the rail loading facilities to the south, demolition of the current warehouses, and 
construction of several new buildings. 

 Reinforce the JANUS facility as a center of complex simulations, with related Emergency Operations 
Center facilities, within the 1200 area, while demolishing the outdated training classrooms (World 
War II temporary buildings). 

 Replace and reposition the three security gates to improve base security. The new gates will include 
modern guard booths, concrete barriers, landscaping, toilet/storage building, automatic bollards, and 
improved lighting. Improvements to the main gate also will include construction of a visitor security 
pass office and visitor parking area, a large x-tray scanner for vehicle inspections, and a lightweight 
overhead protection that spans the roadway. At the Falmouth gate, improvements include installation 
of a special waste-haul truck scanning apparatus to accommodate vehicles entering the Regional 
Waste Transfer Station. At the Sandwich gate, improvements will include including rerouting of 
Greenway Road to better buffer adjacent residential properties. 

 Realignment, closure, and construction of roads to improve circulation and safety within the 
cantonment area. Changes to the road system include construction of roundabouts, sections of new 
road, improvement of existing road surfaces, and closure of unused roads. Other access improvements 
will include walkways, sidewalks, and paths to improve access between newly consolidated facilities 
and training areas, and parking lots to support improved facilities and buildings. 

 Provide new athletic fields in the 1200 and 1300 areas. 

 Construct a new interactive historic center at the location of the historic headquarters building 
(Building 102). 

 Rail mobilization projects, including retention of a 900-foot section of the existing rail line east of the 
5500 area to provide a rail car standing area; construction of a 3,000-foot long rail line for 
approximately 33 to 43 transport and flatbed rail cars with 1,500+ ton capacity; and provide an initial 
2-acre marshalling yard with capacity for future expansion that includes support buildings, a scale 
house, a fixed crane for loading, an end-loading ramp, and a transfer platform. 

As noted in chapter 3, numerous surveys and evaluations have been completed for Camp Edwards. As of 
FY 2008, all buildings and structures on post that are 50 years old or older have been evaluated for 
NRHP-eligibility, and a Cold War context has been prepared for evaluation of buildings and structures 
less than 50 years of age. No further evaluations of buildings and structures will be required until FY 
2009, when additional buildings will reach 50 years in age. 

An archaeological predictive model, initially prepared in 1987, has been updated on several occasions to 
reflect the results of additional surveys; the most recent update of this model was completed in May 2005. 
As part of the most recent update of the model, all lands within the cantonment area at Camp Edwards, 
including all lands that would be affected by the proposed site development plan, were designated as 
having no further archaeological sensitivity as a result of historic disturbance.  

No resources of concern to the WTGH-A have been identified by the Tribe within the cantonment area. 
As the site development plan moves forward and specific timelines for projects are established, the 
MAARNG will consult with the WTGH-A to ensure that the proposed projects will not affect any 
resources of concern to the Tribe.  
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Non-Mission Activities 
The MAARNG and NGB have been performing soil and groundwater investigations under the Impact 
Area Groundwater Study Program (GWP) since 1997 at Camp Edwards. GWP activities at Camp 
Edwards are ongoing in accordance with four Administrative Orders (AOs) issued by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) against MAARNG and NGB. GWP activities collectively 
include soil sampling, monitoring well installation, access road construction, and UXO detection and 
removal (AMEC 2001). The soil and groundwater investigations, rapid response actions, and feasibility 
studies are followed by the development of alternatives and selection and implementation of remedies for 
soil and/or groundwater contamination as applicable. The actions also include UXO investigations, with 
intrusive UXO clearance where needed. Over the long term, as investigations are completed, remedial 
actions for contaminated soil and groundwater will be evaluated, selected, and implemented.  

Specific soil investigation/sampling actions include UXO clearance, clearing and cutting vegetation to 
grade or down to several inches, removal of the organic layer (if vegetation is cut to grade), grading, and 
if necessary, the construction of roadways. UXO investigation/clearance actions include cutting 
vegetation to grade or down to several inches by hand, conducting magnetic surveys, flagging magnetic 
anomalies, hand digging at flagged locations, and open detonation or detonation of UXO within a 
controlled environment. The construction of monitoring well pads and roadways/access involves UXO 
clearance, flush cutting of vegetation to the level of the current ground surface, and emplacement of a 
layer of wood chips on the ground surface to protect it from further disturbance and allow gradual 
recovery of vegetation. As necessary to facilitate access for drilling rigs, geotextile fabric and fill may be 
temporarily placed over the wood chip layer.  

The 2002 Environmental Compliance Assessment Report, prepared by ENSR International (2002) on 
behalf of the MAARNG and NGB, identified federal, state, and local laws and regulations applicable to 
ongoing and future GWP activities; identified potential environmental impacts of those activities; and 
recommended restoration and protective measures. Since March 2002, the MAARNG CRM has reviewed 
all GWP activities for cultural resources compliance and notified the MHC and the THPO of the WTGH-
A of all projects considered to have the potential for impacting cultural resources. 

The INRMP recommends natural resources management practices in the Camp Edwards Training Area 
that might require ground disturbance and therefore have the potential for impacting cultural resources 
(MAARNG in prep). These activities might include erosion control, revegetation, soil aeration, and brush 
removal. RTLA projects are also an active component of the natural resources management program at 
Camp Edwards. RTLA projects identified in the INRMP include (1) wetlands rehabilitation, (2) road 
closures, (3) turning pad construction, (4) erosion control, (5) bivouac restoration program, and (6) land 
zoning restoration. Again, the MAARNG CRM coordinates with the Natural Resources Program 
Manager regarding the potential for natural resources management, ITAM, and RTLA projects to impact 
cultural resources. As appropriate, the Natural Resources Program Manager will complete RECs for such 
projects, and the CRM will submit project notification forms for those projects to the MHC, the THPO of 
the WTGH-A, and the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe. 

The recorded archaeological resources at Camp Edwards are located throughout the training site. The 
training activities listed above and others could affect known archaeological resources and sensitive areas. 
Periodic monitoring (annually or biannually) depending upon the frequency or training activity will be 
implemented to ensure that no inadvertent damage has occurred or is occurring to archaeological sites 
considered potentially eligible or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or archaeologically sensitive lands. 
Potentially NRHP-eligible archaeological sites should be assessed of their condition to ensure that 
inadvertent damage and unlawful looting, pot-hunting, or illegal collecting has not occurred to the site, in 
accordance with federal and state statutes and regulations. Any use or ground-disturbing activities 
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planned in areas having moderate and high archaeological sensitivity will be subject to the policies and 
procedures set forth the SOPs provided in chapter 3. 

2.3 Cultural Landscape Approach 

Cultural resources constitute significant elements of the ecosystems in which Army installations and their 
component activities exist and function. Planning and management of cultural resources should occur 
within the context of a comprehensive and integrated land, resource, and infrastructure approach that 
adapts and applies principles of ecosystem management. This involves planning and management of 
cultural resources by reference to the landscape.  

The development and implementation, as appropriate, of a cultural landscape approach to MAARNG 
installation management is required by AR 200-1. A cultural landscape approach: 

1. Analyzes the spatial relationships among all cultural resources within their natural setting. Installation 
cultural resources management planning occurs through installation ICRMPs, and can be facilitated 
by installation GIS if available. 

2. Serves as an organizing principle to record the landscape in a manner that incorporates the complexity 
of human cultural interaction with the natural terrain through time. Military installations are treated as 
an integral entity with interrelationships existing among the natural and cultural resources present. 
Military operations are treated as one, albeit one of the most significant, of a number of human 
cultural activities that have influenced the installation cultural landscape. The intent of this approach 
is to fully integrate cultural resources management with military training, testing and infrastructure 
operations. 

3. Recognizes that cultural resources may be present on installations because of, or may even be a result 
of, continuous military occupation and use of the land. Landscapes on any Army installation have all 
been affected to some degree by human activity. Prehistoric and historic archeological resources, 
historic buildings, structures and districts, sacred sites, endangered species habitat, wetlands, riparian 
areas, and other components of the ecosystem have been influenced, maintained, or created by 
prehistoric and historic human occupants, and modern military use of the land. All of these natural 
and man-made features, including those related to military operations, are viewed as a series of 
surface and subsurface features that make up the installation’s cultural landscape. 

4. The cultural landscapes on military installations are unique because there are no other landscapes in 
this nation that have evolved from a continued use for defense-related purposes. Therefore, there must 
be functional continuity; military training, testing, and other defense-related activities must continue 
to occur to maintain and allow the military cultural landscape to continue to evolve. As a resource 
category, a ―cultural landscape‖ (see Appendix I) can be determined eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP. 

The MAARNG cultural resources program has implemented the cultural landscape approach in several 
ways. The SOP for the Maintenance and Care of Historic Buildings and Structures recommends using 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes to ensure that there is no disturbance of significant 
cultural landscapes. For specific archaeological inventories and building surveys, MAARNG will include 
language in task orders requiring use of the cultural landscape approach and existing predictive models to 
guide inventories and inclusion of an analysis in the report regarding the accuracy of model(s) used. 
Areas inventoried and inventory results should also be illustrated in a GIS layer.  
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In addition, MAARNG plans to use GIS to create cultural resources data layers that are integrated within 
the geodatabase for each site and training area. These layers allow planners to view cultural resources as 
integrated with natural resources and infrastructure elements within the landscape. 

2.3.1 GIS 

Integrating MAARNG cultural resources management data with a statewide GIS program will allow the 
MAARNG cultural resources program to more efficiently support the MAARNG’s mission of readiness. 
Minimally, GIS layers should be developed for historic buildings, archaeological sites, predictive 
archaeological models, and the location of the geographic area where federally recognized Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations have ancestral ties. Ideally, historic buildings survey data should be stored 
within a database that can be related to a GIS theme. GIS can facilitate application of the cultural 
landscape approach to cultural resource management and integration of cultural resource best 
management practices into installation-wide planning and projects. To aid in the integration of cultural 
resources information into overall MAARNG installations and statewide planning and management, 
layers summarizing all known cultural resource sites and larger cultural landscapes, ground disturbance, 
and archaeological sensitivity (predictive modeling) will be developed within the GIS. Development of 
these layers will be based on: 

 maps and reports supplied from the SHPO or Tribes 

 extant GIS information compiled (e.g., the built environment at ARNG installations) 

 existing and future cultural resource surveys and evaluations 

GIS layers and themes depicting archaeological resources and sacred sites are considered sensitive and 
will not be released to the general public. These layers should be password protected. 

When preparing the scope of work (SOW) for contracts addressing cultural resources issues, results of 
cultural resource surveys and evaluations should be delivered in GIS format to include survey areas, 
transects, and cultural sites and properties and eligibility status. Within the SOW, reference the latest 
Army/NGB guidance regarding GIS file formats and standards, and include that all data created or 
modified in this contract will adhere to the Spatial Data Standards (SDS) and the Federal Geographic 
Data Standards (FGDC) metadata standards. 

Maps should include, at a minimum, a north arrow, legend, map creator, map purpose, and creation date.  

GIS themes depicting buildings and other facility types should be attributed with the appropriate keys to 
align with an NGB database. This will enable the query and display of the cultural resource information 
stored within an NGB database through GIS. For example, a map can be created showing whether or not a 
building has been evaluated, is eligible, or is listed in the NRHP, or as a national landmark; or if the 
building is a contributing resource to a district that is eligible or listed in the NRHP. 

The timing of this project will vary depending on the current status of the GIS program and the NGB 
database. The GIS must be updated as new information becomes available in order to stay current and 
remain a useful manager tool. 

2.3.2 Sustainability Initiatives 

The federal government encourages agencies to take the lead in being stewards of the environment and to 
preserve today’s resources for the future. This is a matter of necessity. The DoD is the single largest 
energy consumer in the United States, accounting for approximately 63% of the energy consumed by 
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federal facilities and buildings.2 Historic preservation and sustainability are compatible. Through 
conservation and rehabilitation of historic buildings and structures, the ARNG can meet its charge to be a 
good steward both of our nation’s historic buildings and our environment. 

Important energy conservation and green building requirements for federal facilities were passed in 2007 
including the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) and EO 13423. These requirements were 
made specific to the DoD in the National Defense Authorization Act of 2007 and as described in detail in 
the DoD UFC 4-030-01 for Sustainable Design, available at 
http://www.wbdg.org/ccb/DOD/UFC/ufc 4 030 01.pdf. The requirements of DoD regarding 
sustainability (energy conservation and green construction) are described fully in UFC 4-30-01 (2007). 
The UFC provides an extensive introduction, outlines DoD sustainable requirements and mandates, 
describes DoD sustainability project development processes including planning and programming, 
design, construction, occupancy, deactivation, and disaster recovery. The UFC has extensive appendices 
with detailed information and instructions. 

The concept of sustainability applies to design, construction, operations, and resource conservation. 
Sustainability is responsible stewardship of the nation’s natural, human, and financial resources through a 
practical and balanced approach. Sustainable practices are an investment in the future. Through 
conservation, improved maintainability, recycling, reduction and reuse of waste, and other actions and 
innovations, the ARNG can meet today’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own. 

In applying sustainability principles to cultural resource management, chapter 4 of the National Park 
Service (NPS) publication Guiding Principles of Sustainable Design notes that ―sustainability has often 
been an integral part of the composition of both tangible and intangible cultural resources. Ecological 
sustainability and preservation of cultural resources are complementary. In large part, the historic events 
and cultural values that are commemorated were shaped by humankind's response to the environment. 
When a cultural resource achieves sufficient importance that it is deemed historically significant, it 
becomes a nonrenewable resource worthy of consideration for sustainable conservation. Management, 
preservation, and maintenance of cultural resources should be directed to that end‖ 

(http://www.nps.gov/dsc/d publications/d 1 gpsd 4 ch4.htm#2).  

Recent legislation that requires DoD to implement sustainable building practices includes: 

 The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPact) (http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getdoc.cgidbname=109 cong public laws&docid=f:publ058.109) amends earlier legislation by 
adopting the 2004 International Energy Conservation Code and a 30% reduction in energy 
consumption of new federal buildings over the previous standards. It requires that the federal 
government offset its electric energy consumption with an increasing percentage of ―renewable 
energy. 

 The Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 (P.L. 110-140) 
(http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=110 cong bills&docid=f:h6enr.txt.pdf) 
requires a 30% reduction in energy consumption of new federal buildings by 2015 and offsets in 
electric energy consumption by increasing renewable energy relative to fossil fuels. Federal agencies 
are to consider energy life-cycle cost effectiveness of major equipment replacements and renovations 
or expansion of existing space. Section 436 establishes high-performance green building standards for 
federal facilities and green practices throughout the life of a federal facility.  

                                                      
2 Anthony Andrews, Department of Defense Facilities Energy Conservation Policies and Spending, Congressional 
Research Service Report 7-5700, 19 February 2009. 

http://www.wbdg.org/ccb/DOD/UFC/ufc_4_030_01.pdf
http://www.nps.gov/dsc/d_publications/d_1_gpsd_4_ch4.htm#2
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgidbname=109_cong_public_laws&docid=f:publ058.109
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgidbname=109_cong_public_laws&docid=f:publ058.109
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=110_cong_bills&docid=f:h6enr.txt.pdf
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 EO 13423 of January 2007 - Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy and Transportation 
Management (http://www.ofee.gov/eo/eo13423 main.asp), combined with earlier legislation, defines 
the current energy efficiency objectives for federal agencies, including DoD. It directs federal 
agencies to improve energy efficiency and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing energy 
intensity. Executive branch agencies are directed to meet the objectives of the ―Sustainable Buildings 
Memorandum of Understanding,‖ which calls for new buildings to be 30% more cost efficient than 
industry standards, and for buildings undergoing major renovations to be 20% more cost efficient. 

2.3.2.1 Building Renovation and Repair 

The renovation of older buildings, as compared to new construction, may result in considerable energy 
savings and reductions in materials used, thus benefiting the environment. In addition to reducing project 
costs, there may also be significant savings in time and money associated with reduced regulatory review 
and approvals. Additional reduced costs can occur with sustainable aspects of site and construction debris 
management. 

In the event that buildings are not suitable for renovation, the ARNG should salvage as much as possible 
from the building(s) being demolished. Salvage of historic materials for reuse reduces landfill pressure, 
preserves important character-defining features of historic buildings, and saves natural resources. Typical 
examples of salvageable materials include lumber, millwork, certain plumbing fixtures, and hardware. 
These materials should be tested for safety (test for lead paint and asbestos). Energy efficiency or water 
efficiency should not be sacrificed by reusing old windows or toilets. 

Sustainable renovations also may provide opportunities for enhanced cooperation with local regulatory 
authorities, as well as providing site enhancement potential. The alternatives may well be less expensive, 
more environmentally responsible, and potentially more aesthetically pleasing.  

A comprehensive job-site waste-recycling program should be part of any renovation plan. Some 
construction waste materials can be sold, thus recovering the investment in separation and separate 
storage. More significant savings are often achieved through avoided expense of landfill disposal. In large 
projects, the savings can be dramatic. 

Additional guidance related to green building design and building operations can be found in Engineering 
Technical Letter 1110-3-491 ―Sustainable Design for Military Facilities (2001)‖ and the Air Force 
Environmentally Responsible Facilities Guide.  

2.3.2.2 Landscape Design 

Sustainability principles also apply to preservation of landscape elements and undisturbed land that may 
contain archeological or sacred sites. Some specific principles include the following: 

 Integrate sustainability principles from the onset of project design: Involving technical experts 
such as archeologists and landscape architects early in the site-planning process may reduce the need 
for (and cost of) plantings or landscape modification by identifying ways to protect existing site 
plantings or landscape features. 

 Locate buildings to minimize environmental impact: Cluster buildings or build attached units to 
preserve open space and wildlife habitats, avoid especially sensitive areas including wetlands, and 
keep roads and service lines short. Leave the most pristine areas untouched, and look for areas that 
have been previously damaged to build on. Seek to restore damaged ecosystems. 

http://www.ofee.gov/eo/eo13423_main.asp
http://www.sustainablenc.org/thewaytogo/main/cd.htm
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 Situate buildings to benefit from existing vegetation: Trees on the east and west sides of a building 
can dramatically reduce cooling loads. Hedge rows and shrubbery can block cold winter winds or 
help channel cool summer breezes into buildings. 

 Value site resources: Early in the siting process carry out a careful site evaluation for solar access, 
soils, vegetation, water resources, important cultural landscape elements, pristine or protected natural 
areas, etc. and let this information guide the design. 

2.3.2.3 Education 

Finally, the ANG should make education a part of its daily practice: Use the design and construction 
process to educate leadership, employees, subcontractors, and the general public about environmental 
impacts of buildings and infrastructure and how these impacts can be minimized. 

2.4 Coordination and Staffing 

Cultural resources compliance requirements must be completed prior to implementation of 
mission-essential programs, projects, and training.  

Integration and coordination among MAARNG offices can be very challenging. Installation program 
managers (including cultural resources, natural resources, training, housing, landscape maintenance) 
manage multiple programs and it can be difficult to communicate with other offices on a regular basis. To 
effectively manage a cultural resources program, coordination is absolutely essential. Other offices need 
to be aware of the cultural resources program’s responsibilities. The CRM also must be aware of the 
activities of other installation offices that could potentially impact cultural resources. Lack of proponents 
for cultural resources could ultimately result in insufficient funding for the program. 

An effective CRM should 

1. Understand the military mission. 

2. Have or acquire an inventory of archaeological resources with locations and maps. This must be 
closely controlled and discussed on a case-by-case manner. 

3. Have a clear understanding of how their job supports the military mission. 

4. Review proposed programs and projects to determine necessary compliance. 

5. Align cultural resources compliance with NEPA requirements whenever possible.  

6. Work on gaining proponents for cultural resources management up the chain of command. 

7. Know what other installation offices are doing, explain cultural resources responsibilities, and discuss 
potential impacts on cultural resources.  

8. Coordinate and consult with outside entities including the SHPO, federally recognized Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations, and local interest groups, as mandated in the NEPA, NHPA, DoDI 
4710.02, AR 200-1, and other laws and regulations summarized in Appendix H. Neglecting to 
consult with these interested parties early in the planning process could result in unnecessary tension, 
which will cause delays that translate into government time and cost. Recent legislation (36 CFR 
800, NAGPRA) has strengthened responsibilities to consult with federally recognized Tribes 
and Native Hawaiian organizations. 
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2.4.1 Internal MAARNG Coordination and Staffing Overview 

Coordination and staffing procedures are critical for activities such as construction; long-range planning; 
building repair, maintenance, or renovation; and planning and execution of mission training or other 
mission-essential activities. Coordination is also critical for cultural resources stewardship and 
compliance. Actions that typically trigger internal coordination and compliance include, but are not 
limited to 

 Building maintenance and repair  

 Landscape and grounds repair or replacement 

 New construction – buildings or additions, infrastructure, roads, and trails 

 Major renovations to buildings 

 Major changes in use of buildings 

 Major changes in training locations or type 

 Master planning 

 Divesting of property 

 Demolishing building or structures 

 Leasing or using private or public property 

 Emergency operations 

 Compliance with Anti-Terrorism Force Protection requirements. 

Chapter 1 introduced the internal stakeholders and review requirements for development of the ICRMP. 
Table 2-4 lists internal stakeholders and their responsibilities and involvement in the cultural resources 
program.  

TABLE 2-4. INTERNAL STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION. 

Internal Stakeholder Interface with Cultural Resource Program and CRM 

Leadership – TAG, Chief of Staff 

 Provide leadership support to the cultural resources program. Through 
review and signing of ICRMP, determines the cultural resources policy 
and procedures for the MAARNG. 

 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

CFMO 

 Have the ICRMP as a component plan within the installation Master Plan 
and Design Guide. 

 Provide project and program information to the CRM for review during 
planning stages. 

 Include time schedules for cultural resources compliance. 
 Have the current inventory of cultural resources. 
 Invite CRM to planning and project meetings. 
 Have a permitting system established for anyone who plans to dig on the 
installation. The CRM shall review digging plans submitted to them, or 
provide them with an inventory and map of all known archaeological sites. 

 Provide background information concerning facilities, environmental, and 
geographic factors, surface disturbance, threatened and endangered 
species, wetlands, and other sensitive natural resources to the CRM. 
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TABLE 2-4. INTERNAL STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION. 

Internal Stakeholder Interface with Cultural Resource Program and CRM 

USPFO 

 Should have the ICRMP as a component plan within the installation 
Master Plan and Design Guide. 

 Should have the current inventory of cultural resources, and discuss 
upcoming project with the CRM to ensure timely compliance. 

 Invite CRM to planning and project meetings. 
 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Master and Strategic Planning 

 Should have the ICRMP as a component plan within the installation 
Master Plan and Design Guide. 

 Should have the CRM review master / strategic plans and training plans. 
 Should include time schedules for cultural resources compliance and any 
necessary tribal consultation in implementation of plans and training. 

 Invite CRM to planning and project meetings. 
 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Facility Managers, Readiness 
Centers (armories) 

 Shall have the current inventory of significant cultural resources found on 
properties, as well as information on lands that have or have not been 
surveyed, and should be provided information on any agreement 
documents pertinent to their facilities and SOPs. 

 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Range Control 

 Shall have the current inventory of significant cultural resources found on 
properties, as well as information on lands that have or have not been 
surveyed, and should be provided information on any agreement 
documents pertinent to their facilities and SOPs. 

 Shall provide background information concerning facilities, environmental 
and geographic factors, surface disturbance, threatened and endangered 
species, wetlands, and other sensitive natural resources to the CRM. 

 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Environmental Program Manager 
(M-DAY) 

 Shall have the current inventory of significant cultural resources found on 
properties, as well as information on lands that have or have not been 
surveyed, and should be provided information on any agreement 
documents pertinent to their facilities and SOPs. 

 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Unit Commander, Environmental 
Liaison, Environmental Unit 
Command Officer 

 Shall have the current inventory of significant cultural resources found on 
properties, as well as information on lands that have or have not been 
surveyed and SOPs. 

 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Environmental Quality Control 
Committee (EQCC) 

 Have the ICRMP as a component of quality control and planning. 
 Have an understanding of cultural resource compliance requirements. 
 Include time schedules for cultural resources compliance. 
 Invite CRM to committee meetings. 
 Have the current inventory of cultural resources. 
 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 

Historian  Review historic context and provide historic information to CRM and public 
affairs office. 

ITAM 

 Shall have the current inventory of significant cultural resources found on 
properties, as well as information on lands that have or have not been 
surveyed and SOPs. 

 Participate in cultural resources awareness training. 
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TABLE 2-4. INTERNAL STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION. 

Internal Stakeholder Interface with Cultural Resource Program and CRM 

Public Affairs 

 Shall act as a liaison between the CRM and the public, facilitate public 
meetings, and arrange and conduct meetings or information dissemination 
with the media, as appropriate.  

 Shall promote National Historic Preservation Week. 
 Provide news stories to internal newsletters, newspapers (On Guard), 
NGB publications, and local media.  

Joint Forces 

 Shall have the current inventory of significant cultural resources found on 
properties, as well as information on lands that have or have not been 
surveyed, and should be provided information on any agreement 
documents pertinent to their facilities and SOPs. 

Recruiters  Be aware of cultural resources preservation program and history and 
promote to recruits. 

 
Construction or military mission activities can adversely affect cultural resources. Each MAARNG staff 
member involved with planning, construction, building repair, or maintenance; or management of training 
or other mission activities should coordinate with the CRM in the planning process. Analysis of effect 
should be done prior to NEPA implementation or, at the latest, during the scoping phase for the 
appropriate NEPA document; this analysis can be coordinated with the Section 106 review process to 
help streamline the process but requires early and constant coordination. Analysis should commence with 
the submission of a MILCON request for funding (DD Form 1390/91) or initial identification of a need 
for a project/training exercise. If the action qualifies for a NEPA Categorical Exclusion (CX), be sure that 
all NHPA requirements have been resolved or there are no historic properties affected by the proposed 
action. If properties are affected by the project or training exercise, and the effects have not been 
mitigated through an MOA, then an EA and MOA are required. For more detailed guidance, refer to the 
NGB NEPA Handbook or contact NGB-ARE Cultural Resource Specialists or NEPA Program Managers. 

To facilitate integration of planning and analysis of effects between stakeholders, the CRM will 

 Distribute the ICRMP revision to and solicit input from internal stakeholders.  

 Discuss the compliance actions proposed in response to MILCON and other projects listed in chapter 
2 and emphasize time requirements to complete these actions in advance of the undertakings.  

 Distribute SOPs to applicable parties (see Appendix F). 

 Distribute the list of historic structures and archaeological sensitivity maps.  

 Develop and conduct cultural resource awareness training. 

 Meet at a minimum once a year, but preferably once a month, with CFMO and Plans, Operations, and 
Training Officer (POTO) to discuss upcoming projects and plans. 

 Attend the EQCC meetings. 

 Participate in staff meetings, as appropriate.  

The CRM should contact the above personnel to determine if they understand the cultural resources 
management program, and periodically interface with these individuals on updates and as new MAARNG 
mission-essential plans and programs are developed. The key is to establish relationships so that internal 
stakeholders will notify the CRM of project changes and upcoming projects. 
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Timing: Coordination should be ongoing. The sooner the CRM is involved in the planning and project 
process, the more likely the process will continue without interruption and delays. Projects involving 
tribal consultation and stakeholder involvement should be identified as early as possible. 

2.4.2 External Coordination (Agencies and Stakeholders) Overview 

Coordination with non-MAARNG entities is required under several federal laws and regulations and AR 
200-1. The NHPA, NEPA, and NAGPRA require coordination with interested parties and other 
government agencies, depending on the action involved.  

 External agencies and stakeholders that might be involved in cultural resources management include 

 SHPO 

 THPOs/Tribes 

 ACHP 

 Departmental Consulting Archaeologist, National Park Service 

 Keeper of the National Register, Department of the Interior 

 Interested members of the public, including ethnographic groups, historic organizations, and others. 

The MAARNG will comply with all pertinent laws and regulations concerning the management and 
preservation of cultural resources and will, where appropriate, consult with the SHPO, THPO/Tribes, the 
ACHP, and interested persons, as required: 

 To comply with NHPA Section 106.  

 To comply with NEPA, when the NHPA Section 106 requirements are integrated into the NEPA 
process. 

 In accordance with the NHPA, if the MAARNG and the SHPO come to a disagreement regarding 
NRHP eligibility recommendations, the Keeper of the National Register can be consulted. Guidance 
on preparing a determination of eligibility can be found at 36 CFR Part 62.3 (d). 

 In accordance with the NHPA, if the MAARNG and the SHPO come to a disagreement regarding the 
Section 106 process, the ACHP may assist. The MAARNG must also invite the ACHP to participate 
in consultations regarding the resolution of adverse effects to historic properties.  

 In accordance with the NHPA, NAGPRA, Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), and 
NEPA, the CRM shall coordinate with interested Tribes (see Appendices F and I). 

 In accordance with the NHPA, the CRM will consult with the NPS for all Section 106 undertakings 
that have the potential to affect a National Historic Landmark. 

Timing: SHPO and public reviews will generally require a minimum of 30 days for Section 106 reviews 
of determination of effects. THPO and Tribe reviews require additional diligence. At a minimum, 
concurrent with the 30-day review, follow up with THPOs/Tribes by sending a certified letter to receive 
input. A thorough memorandum for record (MFR) of contact with THPOs/Tribes must be kept for these 
conversations. 

2.5 Tribal Consultation Program 

On 27 October 1999, the DoD promulgated its annotated American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, 
which emphasizes the importance of respecting and consulting with tribal governments on a government-
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to-government basis. The policy requires an assessment, through consultation, of the effect of proposed 
DoD actions that might have the potential to significantly affect protected American Indian tribal 
resources, American Indian tribal rights, and American Indian lands before decisions are made by the 
services. DoDI 4710.02 provides additional guidance for this policy. If it appears that there might be an 
effect, the appropriate federally recognized Tribes, Alaskan Native villages and corporations, and Native 
Hawaiian organizations would be contacted. Appendix F provides POC information for Tribes that have 
known affiliations with lands under MAARNG control.  

Tribal affiliations might be represented by several Native American Tribes, some living in different states. 
Information about federally and non-federally recognized Native American Tribes was compiled for the 
NGB Environmental Program in the Planning Level Survey (Wilzbach 1998), and updated in April 2002 
(Bureau of Indian Affairs 2002). The DoD Annotated Policy Document for the American Indian and 
Alaska Native Policy (1999) governs MAARNG relations with federally recognized Native American 
Tribes. 

Two federally recognized Native American Tribes have been identified in Massachusetts. For each group, 
names of Tribes and points of contact are listed in Appendix C. Of the 48 MAARNG facilities discussed 
in this ICRMP, 13 fall within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag (represented by the federally 
recognized WTGH-A and Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe), and one falls within the ancestral lands of the 
Stockbridge Munsee Community of Mohican Indians (Figure 2-1). There are no MAARNG facilities on 
lands adjudicated to Native American Tribes. 

Wampanoag 
The Wampanoag occupied territory east of Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island, and Bristol County, 
Massachusetts, to the southern part of Plymouth County, below Marshfield and Brockton and the extreme 
western part of Barnstable County, Massachusetts. The Native Americans of Martha’s Vineyard off the 
coast of Massachusetts were also a band of Wampanoag. Relations were friendly with the Pilgrims in the 
beginning, but with the influx of more and more English colonists, relationships became strained and 
faltered. This led to King Phillip’s War in 1675 and destroyed the power of the tribes of southern New 
England. The Wampanoag survivors settled with the Sakonnet and formed villages with the Nauset in the 
western part of Barnstable County, Massachusetts (Swanton 1969:24–26; Weinstein 1994; Yenne 
1985:179-180). In 1763 disease took its toll on the population, but a number of bands preserved their 
autonomy in a much-mixed condition (Swanton 1969:26). 

The Native Americans of Martha’s Vineyard had refused to join the confederacy against the Euro-
Americans and consequently maintained their numbers for a longer period. They have maintained 
themselves, like the mainland Indians, and mixed with other tribes and races (Swanton 1969:26). Disease 
did take its toll over the years, but there is still a thriving community on Martha's Vineyard today 
(Waldman 1988:247). 

The Wampanoag have two federally recognized groups (the WTGH-A and Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe) 
and two groups (Pocasset and Assonet Bands) that have applied for federal recognition (Bureau of Indian 
Affairs 2002). 
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FIGURE 2-1. MASSACHUSETTS’ LANDS CLAIMED BY WAMPANOAG AND STOCKBRIDGE MUNSEE TRIBES. 
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Stockbridge-Munsee Community of Mohican Indians of Wisconsin 
The traditional point of origin of the Mohican (Algonquian word for ―wolf‖) was on both banks of the 
upper Hudson River, from Catskill Creek to Lake Champlain and eastward to include the valley of 
Housatonic (northern New York into western Massachusetts and Vermont) (Davids 1994:619; Swanton 
1969:41–42; Yenne 1985:93). Historic records document the Mohican living along the northern end of 
the Hudson Valley, mainly in New York, but also in Vermont and Massachusetts and even into the 
northwestern corner of Connecticut. Many Algonquian bands and villages near the Hudson River united 
into the Mohican Confederacy. Their capital and largest village at the time of European contact in the 
1600s was Schodac, near present day Albany, but their territory stretched to Lake Champlain (Waldman 
1988:120). In 1664, then at war with the Mohawk, the Mohican Confederacy moved their capital from 
Schodac east to present Stockbridge, Massachusetts, among the Housatonic band of Mohican. Euro-
Americans settling in the area called the village Stockbridge and the various Mohican bands came to be 
known as the Stockbridge Indians (Davids 1994:619; Swanton 1969:41-42; Waldman 1988:120). Other 
Mohican moved to Pennsylvania and Indiana and merged with other Native American tribes, primarily 
the Delaware. 

The Stockbridge band moved several more times in the 1700s and 1800s. In 1756, they founded a new 
settlement among the Oneida of New York. In 1822, they were relocated to Wisconsin and, in 1856, were 
granted reservation lands there, along with a band of Delaware. They still hold this reservation today and 
use the Stockbridge name. Other Mohican descendants have chosen to live in Connecticut (Waldman 
1988:120). The Stockbridge Munsee group located in Wisconsin is culturally affiliated with the Mohican 
and is federally recognized. 

Non-Federally Recognized Native American Tribes in Massachusetts  
Massachuset: At the time of contact in the early 1600s, the Massachuset were located in the region of 
Massachusetts Bay between Salem to the north and Marshfield and Brockton to the south. In 1617, their 
numbers were greatly reduced because of illness and war. The Puritans settling in the region in 1629 
gathered converts into separate villages where the Massachuset gradually declined and disappeared as 
distinct bodies. A few descendants of the Punkapog village were living in Canton, Mattapan, and 
Mansfield (Swanton 1969:19–20). So few continued to call themselves Massachuset that any remaining 
tribal identity faded beyond particular families. The Massachuset Indians have ceased as a separate tribe 
since the 1600s (Waldman 1988:125–126). No Massachuset group has been federally recognized and no 
groups have applied for federal recognition (Bureau of Indian Affairs 2002). 

Nauset: Early explorers observed the Nauset on Cape Cod, but it was not until 1606 that there was 
contact. Nauset territory included all of Cape Cod except the extreme western end. In 1710, many died of 
fever, but the number of Native Americans in Nauset territory increased by additions from other displaced 
Tribes (Swanton 1969:21). The Nauset have no federally recognized groups and no groups that have 
applied for federal recognition (Bureau of Indian Affairs 2002). 

Nipmuc: The Nipmuc occupied the central plateau of Massachusetts, particularly the southern part of 
Worcester County, but also extended into northern Rhode Island and Connecticut (Swanton 1969:22–23). 
The Nipmuc were a major Tribe in central Massachusetts in the mid-seventeenth century (Yenne 
1985:117). Euro-Americans first met them after Plymouth and the Massachusetts Bay were settled 
(Swanton 1969:23). In 1675, most Nipmuc braves took part in King Phillip’s War against the colonists. 
At the end of the war, some Nipmuc survivors joined the Mohicans on the Hudson River, while some 
joined other Algonquian in Canada (Swanson 1969:23; Waldman 1988:161). With the defeat of the Tribe 
came the eventual dissolution of the Nipmuc as an individual Tribe (Yenne 1985:117). Before 1728, the 
Nipmuc-Hassanamiscos Reservation near Grafton, Massachusetts, consisted of 8,000 acres, but most of 
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the land was lost when tribal leaders were tricked into selling it. In 1848 the state set aside the small 
parcel that still remains (Waldman 1986:161). Practically landless, they became Massachusetts’ citizens 
in 1869 (McMullen 1994:391). The Nipmuc have no federally recognized groups but two groups have 
applied for federal recognition (Bureau of Indian Affairs 2002); the Bureau of Indian Affairs denied both 
petitions in June 2004. 

Pennacook: The Pennacook inhabited the region of New England that is now New Hampshire but also 
hunted in Maine and northeastern Massachusetts (Swanton 1969:23; Waldman 1988). The Pennacook 
name was applied to a confederation of small Native American bands in the adjacent areas of New 
Hampshire, Maine, and Massachusetts, south of the Abenaki lands. After King Phillip’s War, they were 
pressured out of their traditional lands by Euro-American settlers. After being dispersed into Canada, the 
descendants of the Pennacook were assimilated by other Algonquian tribes in Quebec (Waldman 
1986:182; Yenne 1985:125). A few remain in New Hampshire and some of the Algonquian people of 
Canada can claim to be partly descended from the Pennacook (Waldman 1988:183). The Pennacook have 
no federally recognized groups and no groups that have applied for federal recognition (Bureau of Indian 
Affairs 2002). 

Pocomtuc: The Pocomtuc home was in the present counties of Franklin, Hampshire, and Hampden in 
western Massachusetts, and parts of Connecticut and Vermont. They combined with the Narraganset and 
Tunxis in attacks on the Mohegan and later joined the Native Americans under King Phillip. After the war 
they fled to Scaticook on the Hudson River, where some remained until 1754. They then went to St. 
Francis, Canada (Swanton 1969:23–24). The Pocomtuc have no federally recognized groups and no 
groups that have applied for federal recognition (Bureau of Indian Affairs 2002). 

2.5.1 Status of Consultation 

The MAARNG has continued to use the consultations initiated as part of the original ICRMP (PAL 2002) 
to develop working relationships with the federally recognized Native American Tribes who have claims 
to land in Massachusetts, including the WTGH-A and the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe. The MAARNG 
owns only one facility (Pittsfield) within the ancestral lands of the Stockbridge Munsee Tribe of 
Wisconsin. To date, no face-to-face consultation has occurred between the latter Tribe and the 
MAARNG, primarily due to that Tribe’s focus on its ancestral lands in New York to the exclusion of 
other areas.  

Since 2002, the MAARNG has regularly consulted with the WTGH-A regarding all Section 106 actions, 
sending copies of the Project Notification Forms (PNF) by mail or email to the THPO. Between 2004 and 
2005, while the WTGH-A employed a cultural resources monitor, that individual visited Camp Edwards 
on five occasions to make site visits to areas where proposed actions were being planned. This individual 
was also invited to participate in the Section 110 archaeological surveys at Camp Edwards. In the summer 
of 2004, the MAARNG CRM hosted a luncheon for the THPO and her sister at Building 110 at Camp 
Edwards. The purpose of the luncheon was to meet the THPO, who was new to the position, and to 
introduce the cultural resources managers of the MAARNG, the Massachusetts Air National Guard (Otis), 
and the Air Force Space Command (PAVE PAWS).  

Consultation with the Mashpee Wampanoag has been conducted primarily through the auspices of the 
Environmental Management Commission (EMC) and the Community Advisory Council, as these groups 
include a representative of that Tribe. Since the Mashpee Wampanoag were granted federal recognition in 
2007, consultation has become more formalized, and the MAARNG has invited the tribal leadership to 
visit Camp Edwards and consider review of the existing MOA to reflect the Tribe’s new status. Because 
the Tribe is dealing with a number of issues relative to its federal recognition, however, the tribal council 
has requested some time to appoint a THPO before moving ahead with more formal consultation. 
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All consultation and coordination with federally recognized Native American Tribes will be within the 
framework of government-to-government relations and in accordance with the memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) for Cultural Resource Planning and Management. The importance of maintaining 
those relationships will be conveyed to all MAARNG personnel at MAARNG HQ and at all MAARNG 
facilities. The policies in use by the MAARNG address MAARNG multiple responsibilities for 
consultation and coordination with tribal governments and others under the NHPA, NAGPRA, EOs 
13007 and 13175, DoDI 4710.02, and the 2000 Executive Memorandum on Government-to-Government 
Relations.  

The MAARNG will initiate inventories of traditional, religious, and cultural properties for all MAARNG 
sites or training installations as needed, based on tribal consultations. It is possible that the traditional, 
religious, and cultural properties inventories will be completed within the 5-year time frame of the 
ICRMP but a longer time frame might be necessary. The MOU between the MAARNG and the WTGH-A 
(Appendix C; co-signed by the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe prior to federal recognition) indicates that the 
Tribe will define resources of interest to the Tribe(s), including the following: 

 Any prehistoric or historic site location and its components, which relate, or might relate to the 
Wampanoag Tribe and their ancestral kin groups, clans, or Tribes 

 Artifacts with surface or subsurface locations 

 Man-made or natural features including dwellings, mounds, and other earthworks 

 Certain trees, shrubs, and plants 

 Certain stones, minerals, and fossils 

 Animal parts, either terrestrial or marine. 

2.5.2 Development of the ICRMP and ICRMP Revisions  

The MAARNG must consult with affected THPOs and tribal representatives (on a government-to-
government basis) in the development of the ICRMP and subsequent ICRMP revisions. The MAARNG 
must take into account the views of Tribes in reaching a final decision. At a minimum, the MAARNG 
should send a letter to each affected Tribe to request input into the development of the ICRMP revision. 
Unless protocols have been established between the MAARNG and a specific Tribe allowing direct 
contact between the CRM and THPO or other designated Tribal representative, all correspondence from 
the MAARNG to a Tribe should be sent from the TAG or Chief of Staff to the Tribal Chair or Chief. 
Depending on the response received from each Tribe, the MAARNG will provide copies of the draft and 
final ICRMP or ICRMP revision to the Tribes for review and comment. Again, a cover letter from the 
TAG or Chief of Staff addressed to the Tribal Chair or Chief should be included with all such review 
requests.  

2.5.3 Ongoing CRM Responsibilities  

CRMs should maintain a file or binder containing the following information relating to the MAARNG’s 
consultation program to date. The file should include 

 A state map with tribal lands overlain 

 Summary of past consultation activities (meetings) 

 Letters and memorandums for record 

 Planned future consultation 
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 Point of contact list 

 Any agreement documents. 

The file should be updated as necessary to include MFRs, meeting agendas and summaries, updated POC 
lists, and agreement documents. 

 The POC list in the file and in the ICRMP (Appendix F) should be updated whenever new 
information becomes available. At a minimum, the list should be checked annually. Updates can be 
entered into the POC table of the ICRMP database, and a report printed for inclusion in the appendix. 
The CRM can call/access the following resources for update information:  

– SHPO 

– THPOs 

– Bureau of Indian Affairs Web page 

– Other federal or state agencies, including the state department of transportation. 

2.6 Curation  

Archaeological materials recovered from MAARNG facilities and associated records are curated on 
behalf of the MAARNG at the Public Archaeology Laboratory, 210 Lonsdale Ave., Pawtucket, 
Rhode Island. This facility is approved by the Massachusetts State Archaeologist as a curation facility 
for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (which does not possess a state repository), and meets the 
standards outlined in 36 CFR 79. The MAARNG has 4.726575 cubic feet and 1 linear foot of collections 
archived at Public Archaeology Laboratory in perpetuity.   

In general, artifacts from archaeological contexts recovered from MAARNG lands are treated as federal 
or state property, depending on land ownership and whether federal funding was involved for the 
investigation that recovered the artifacts. Where human remains and grave associated artifacts are 
involved, however, CRMs must follow the procedures outlined in NAGPRA to repatriate such remains 
and objects to the appropriate Tribes or living descendants, if they can be identified. 

Records, artifacts, and donated private collections that are associated with the MAARNG’s military 
history are stored at the Massachusetts Military Museum and Archives at the MAARNG’s Worcester 
Armory, at 44 Salisbury Street in Worcester, Massachusetts. Per an agreement with the Library of 
Congress, this facility also serves as a satellite, or partner, repository for oral history records collected by 
the MAARNG as part of the American Folklife Center’s Veterans History Project. 

In general, items relating to the MAARNG’s military history are the responsibility of the MAARNG’s 
historian or History Detachment rather than the CRM. National Guard Regulation (NGR) 870-20 ―Army 
National Guard Museums, Museum Activities, and Historical Property‖ and its associated regulation AR 
870-20 ―Military History: Responsibilities, Policies, and Procedures‖ outline the policies applied to these 
types of items. AR 870-20 and NGR 870-20 can be found online at:  

http://www.army.mil/usapa/epubs/CMH 1.html (AR 870-20) 
http://www.ngbpdc.ngb.army.mil/pubs/870/ngr870 20.pdf (NGR 870-20) 

Under NGR 870-20, a historical collection is defined as: 

(1) A collection of artifacts displayed in a regimental room, trophy room, armory, visitor's center, 
exhibit area or other type of display, not recognized by the U.S. Center for Military History as a 
museum or museum activity. 

http://www.army.mil/usapa/epubs/CMH_1.html
http://www.ngbpdc.ngb.army.mil/pubs/870/ngr870_20.pdf
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(2) A collection of historical artifacts (including archaeological artifacts) secured, preserved, 
accounted for, and stored on an installation. 

(3) A collection of historical artifacts in an officers’ club, non-commissioned officers club, chapel, 
lobby, headquarters building, or armory. 

(4) A collection of artifacts such as tanks, artillery, vehicles, aircraft or other items that are displayed 
in front of buildings (including armories), on a parade ground, at an airfield, in parks, or at other 
locations around the State. 

NGR 870-20 also specifies the roles of CRMs and historians in regards to collections:  

The State/installation Environmental Program Manager will advise the museum 
director/curator regarding archaeological artifacts and other items relating to Native 
Americans. IAW provisions of AR 200-1, the Environmental Program Manager, in turn, 
will consult with the installation’s Cultural Resources Manager and the Coordinator of 
Native American Affairs on the applicability of cultural resources laws and regulations. 

NGR 870-20 also provides the following guidance regarding archaeological collections: 

Archaeological remains or artifacts related to Native Americans will not be accepted into 
Federal collections without prior approval of the Army National Guard Environmental 
Program Manager, after consultation with the State/installation Cultural Resources 
Manager and Coordinator of Native American Affairs. Acceptance of archaeological 
material may be subject to additional Federal laws and regulations, and the 
Environmental Program Manager will advise the museum director/curator regarding any 
specific cultural resources requirements. Such requirements include, but are not limited 
to, the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470a-w) and the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.) 

2.7 Information Restrictions 

Section 304 of the NHPA [16 U.S.C. 470w-3(a) — Confidentiality of the location of sensitive historic 
resources] states that  

―(a) The head of a Federal agency or other public official receiving grant assistance pursuant 
to this Act, after consultation with the Secretary, shall withhold from disclosure to the 
public, information about the location, character, or ownership of a historic resource if 
the Secretary and the agency determine that disclosure may — 

(1) cause a significant invasion of privacy; 

(2) risk harm to the historic resources; or 

(3) impede the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners.‖ 

On federal property, ARPA also provides provisions for restriction of information on archaeological site 
locations. Tribes have an interest in restricting this information and are not expected to divulge such 
location information unless they can be reassured of restrictions for access. Therefore, it is extremely 
important that persons using this document and other cultural resources reports and maps understand that 
access to all archaeological resource descriptions and locations is restricted to the CRM for internal use 
only. For this reason, no maps delineating the locations of archaeological resources are included in this 
ICRMP, nor will any be released to the public.  
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All archaeological site location data and data relating to resources of interest to the WTGH-A and 
Mashpee Wampanoag are archived in locked file cabinets in the offices of the MAARNG CRM in 
Milford or the Natural/Cultural Resources Manager for Camp Edwards. Archaeological site location 
information also is included in the MAARNG GIS; however, the data layers depicting archaeological site 
locations are password protected. Only the CRM and the GIS Manager have access to these data. 
Archaeological site location information is removed from public copies of all survey and evaluation 
reports completed on behalf of the MAARNG; only those copies archived by the CRM, the MA SHPO, 
and the Tribes include this type of data. 
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3. Standard Operating Procedures 

The SOPs provided in this ICRMP revision have been streamlined for use by MAARNG 
nonenvironmental personnel. Accordingly, they provide basic guidance for the most common situations 
that have the potential to impact cultural resources. The SOPs should be one of several tools distributed to 
MAARNG personnel to help them identify those actions that can impact cultural resources, demonstrate 
the consequences of conducting actions without appropriate review by the CRM, and highlight the 
appropriate process for coordination. Guidance for the CRM is provided throughout this ICRMP revision, 
particularly in Appendix I.  

SOPs should be made available to all personnel including any tenants, contractors, and occasional users. 
Include an overview in the orientation packet for tenants and occasional users, and include appropriate 
SOPs in contracts. SOPs can also be featured on the facility web site. Flowcharts and procedures for 
inadvertent discovery can also be included in Trainers’ Guides and Soldiers’ Cards. 

Cultural Resources Manager. AR 200-1 requires the designation of a CRM to coordinate the virtual 
installation’s cultural resources management program. The CRM is, therefore, responsible for the 
oversight of activities that might affect cultural resources on MAARNG land, or MAARNG activities that 
might have an effect on cultural resources on non- MAARNG lands. CRMs should be provided with 
adequate training to ensure that they have a full understanding of their position duties and can provide 
adequate guidance on compliance with cultural laws and regulations to other stakeholders. 

Annual Cultural Resources Training. To enhance integration of cultural resources issues into the 
planning process and to improve the manner in which cultural resources supports the MAARNG mission, 
the CRM should provide access to awareness training for training site managers, field commanders and 
their troops, maintenance staff, and others who may encounter cultural resources. Training subjects can 
include understanding SOPs, introduction to cultural resources regulations and management, and 
identification of cultural resources. Training for non-environmental personnel is crucial to ensure a 
successful cultural resources management program, compliance with environmental laws and policies, 
and protection of cultural resources.  

 

TABLE 3-1. TIMING OF SOPS. 

SOP Timing 

SOP No. 1: Maintenance and 
Repair Activities 

For exempt actions, no additional time is required. 
For nonexempt actions, anticipate a minimum of 4 months. 

SOP No. 2: Disposal or Demolition 
of Excess Property 

Anticipate a minimum of 4 to 6 months for historic structures. 

SOP No. 3: Mission Training of 
Military and Tenant Personnel 

Clearing lands for training requires approximately 4 to 6 months 
for archaeological surveys. Personnel should be familiar with the 
contents of SOP 5; can be done as part of annual training and 
unit in-briefings. 
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TABLE 3-1. TIMING OF SOPS. 

SOP Timing 

SOP No. 4: Emergency Actions  A minimum of 7 days. 

SOP No. 5: Inadvertent Discovery 
Personnel should be familiar with the contents of the SOP; can 
be done as part of annual training and unit in-briefings. 
Inadvertent discoveries will take a minimum of 30 days. 

SOP No 6: Tribal Consultation Ongoing consultation is required to ensure the success of the 
MAARNG mission. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE NO. 1 
for 

Maintenance and Repair Activities 
 
Contact (Statewide): MAARNG NEPA/Cultural Resources Manager, 508.233.6512 
Contact (Camp Edwards): Camp Edwards Natural Resources Manager, 508.968.5121 

Scope: This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the steps to be taken prior to maintenance and 
repair activities on MAARNG properties. It is intended for all personnel other then the Cultural Resources 
Manager (CRM). Examples of applicable personnel are: 

 Leadership 

 Facilities Maintenance Office, Directorate of Public Works 

 U.S. Property and Fiscal Officer (USPFO) 

 Master and strategic planning 

 Reservation maintenance 

 Facility managers and armorers 

 Range control 

 Environmental Quality Control Committee (EQCC) 

 Personnel assigned to historic facilities. 

All personnel above are referred to as ―manager.‖ 

These procedures are intended to ensure that no disturbance or destruction of significant architectural 
resources (or their character-defining features) and archaeological resources take place.  

Affected Site or Training Installation(s): All sites and training installations. 

Statutory Reference(s) and Guidance: 

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 800) 

 Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings 

 Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes 

 National Park Service Preservation Briefs 

 DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings (Unified Facilities Code [UFC] 04-010-01) 

 Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement for the Demolition of World War II Temporary Buildings, 
07 June 1986 

 Executive Order 13423 – Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation 
Management 

 AR Engineering Technical Letter 1110-3-491 – Sustainable Design for Military Facilities (2001) 

 American Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities as amended in 2002. 
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Applicability:  

Typical actions that trigger this SOP: 

 Building maintenance and repair (Form 420R, Form 1391, or work order)  

 Landscape and grounds replacement 

 Clearing and grubbing 

 Road clearing and repair 

 Trail clearing 

Specific events that trigger this SOP: 

 Window, roof, and siding repair or replacement 

 Interior modifications and/or renovations 

 Exterior modifications and/or renovations 

 Clearing and vegetation replacement 

 Road, trail, and curb repair or replacement 

Coordination (see Figure 3-1): 

 Consult the CRM to determine if the building, structure, or landscape element affected by proposed 
maintenance activity or use is either a historic property, or has not been evaluated for National 
Register of Historic Places eligibility.  

 The CRM will determine whether the proposed activity has the potential to impact cultural resources. 
If so, it is the CRM’s responsibility to activate the NHPA Section 110/106 process and coordinate 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) or other stakeholders. 

 The CRM will advise the manager of any project modifications of treatment plans or appropriate 
treatments that have been defined in consultation with the SHPO and other stakeholders. 

When the proposed activity involves ground-disturbing activities, proponents must 

 Check with the CRM to determine if the activity location has been previously surveyed for 
archaeological resources.  

 The CRM will advise on clearances or needed surveys. No ground-disturbing activity may occur until 
authorized by the CRM. 

 Refer to SOP 4 for inadvertent discoveries during ground-disturbing activities.  
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 1 
Maintenance and Repair Activities 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 3-1. FLOWCHART FOR MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR ACTIVITIES. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE NO. 2 
for 

Disposal or Demolition of Excess Property 
 
Contact (Statewide): MAARNG NEPA/Cultural Resources Manager, 508.233.6512 
Contact (Camp Edwards): Camp Edwards Natural Resources Manager, 508.968.5121 

Scope: This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the steps to be taken prior to disposal or 
demolition of federally owned or controlled property that is eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places or that needs further evaluation to determine eligibility. It is intended for all personnel. 
Examples of applicable personnel are 

 Leadership 

 Facilities Maintenance Office, Directorate of Public Works 

 U.S. Properties and Fiscal Officer (USPFO) 

 Master and strategic planning 

 Reservation maintenance 

 Facility managers and armorers 

 Range control 

 Environmental Quality Control Committee (EQCC) 

 Personnel assigned to historic facilities. 

Affected Site(s) or Training installation(s): All sites and training installations 

Statutory Reference(s) and Guidance: 

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 800) 

 Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement for the Demolition of World War II Temporary Buildings, 
07 June 1986 

 Executive Order 13327 – Federal Real Property Asset Management. 

 Program Comment: DoD World War II- and Cold War-Era Ammunition Storage Facilities 

 Program Comment: DoD Cold War-Era Unaccompanied Personnel Housing  

Typical situations: Building or structure demolition or replacement. 

Typical triggering event: Mission requirement change causing the removal or replacement of historic 
buildings and structures (see Figure 3-2). 

Procedures: If mission requirements cause the demolition or excess of a building or structure that is 
either eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or that has not been evaluated for 
eligibility, the project proponent should contact the Cultural Resources Manager (CRM) to initiate the 
Section 106 process. The CRM will request information on alternatives to the demolition or disposal 
action such as the potential for using the building for another mission purpose (including potential 
renovation or rehabilitation), or the potential to relocate or lease the building. 
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If mission requirements cause the demolition and replacement of historic buildings or structures onsite, 
the replacement design should be compatible with other buildings in the same area. Changes to the 
landscape should convey the historic pattern of land use, topography, transportation patterns, and spatial 
relationships.  

An economic analysis should be conducted prior to making a decision to demolish or excess a historic 
building and replace it with new construction. Often, rehabilitation or renovation can be more cost-
effective. Consult the CRM for guidance. The CRM will also need to initiate compliance with federal 
regulations.  

Compliance procedures can require a minimum of 4 to 6 months to complete.  

 
 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 2 
Disposal or Demolition of Excess Property 
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FIGURE 3-2. FLOWCHART FOR DISPOSAL OR DEMOLITION OF EXCESS PROPERTY. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE NO. 3 
for 

Mission Training of Military and Tenant Personnel 
 
Contact (Statewide): MAARNG NEPA/Cultural Resources Manager, 508.233.6512 
Contact (Camp Edwards): Camp Edwards Natural Resources Manager, 508.968.5121 

Scope: This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the steps to be taken prior to conducting 
mission training exercises on MAARNG and non-MAARNG property. It is intended for all personnel. 
Examples of applicable personnel are 

 Plans, Operations, and Training Officer (POTO) 

 Reservation maintenance 

 Environmental program manager (M-Day) 

 Range control 

 Unit commander and environmental liaison 

 Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) 

 Environmental unit command officer 

 Public affairs 

 Joint forces 

 Unit / activity personnel. 

Nonmilitary units or tenants using MAARNG lands will also be instructed on responding to inadvertent 
discovery situations (see SOP No. 5). 

Statutory Reference(s): 

 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its implementing 
regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 10) 

 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA)  

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) 

 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (on federal and tribal lands). 

Applicability: 

Typical actions that could trigger these requirements: 

 Outside field training exercises on MAARNG and non- MAARNG property. 

Specific events that could trigger these requirements: 

 Planning, scheduling, and implementation of field training exercises 

 Expansions of training areas 

 Major changes in types and locations of training exercises. 
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Affected Site(s) or Training Installation(s): All sites and training installations 

Actions: This section describes specific actions to be taken before and during training to protect cultural 
resources (see Figure 3-3): 

POTO, Reservation Maintenance, Unit Commanders and Environmental Liaison, Environmental Unit 
Command Officer – planning and scheduling of training 

 When planning field training, contact the CRM at least 4 months in advance for archaeological 
clearances. If planning will involve expansions at training areas or major changes in types and 
locations of training exercises, a longer period will be required for review and coordination. 

 Check with CRM to determine archaeological sensitivity of training areas. If possible, avoid areas of 
high sensitivity. 

 Coordinate with CRM for archaeological clearances for mission-essential areas. 

Range Control: At the initiation of and during training of an MAARNG training installation 

 Ensure units using the site(s) or training installation(s) have been provided with proper information 
on protection of cultural resources including SOP 4 on inadvertent discovery and maps illustrating 
closed areas prior to conducting mission training 

 Monitor compliance with SOPs and closures by units training at the site(s) or training installation(s) 

 Report violations of closures and SOPs to the CRM 

 Provide feedback to CRM on effectiveness of orientation materials. 

Unit Commander 

 Ensure field troops understand applicable cultural resources policies and SOPs. 

 Direct questions clarifying cultural resources policies and procedures to the CRM. 

 Ensure training does not occur in areas that are closed and training restrictions are observed. 

 Report violations of policies, SOPs, and closures to training installation manager.  

 Provide feedback to CRM on effectiveness of orientation materials. 

Field Troops/Tenants 

 Review cultural resources information regarding the proposed training area prior to conducting 
training exercises. 

 Follow applicable SOPs for the training area. 

 Comply with all closures of locations within training areas and any restrictions on training activities 
in locations of resource sensitivity. 

 Report any discoveries to unit commander. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 3 
Mission Training of Military and Tenant Personnel 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 3-3. FLOWCHART FOR MISSION TRAINING OF MILITARY AND TENANT PERSONNEL. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE NO. 4 
for 

Emergency Operations  
 
Contact (Statewide): MAARNG NEPA/Cultural Resources Manager, 508.233.6512 
Contact (Camp Edwards): Camp Edwards Natural Resources Manager, 508.968.5121 

Scope: This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the steps to be taken prior to conducting 
emergency operations on MAARNG and non-MAARNG property. It is intended for all personnel. 
Examples of applicable personnel are 

 Plans, Operations, and Training Officer (POTO) 

 Reservation maintenance 

 Environmental program manager (M-Day) 

 Range control 

 Unit commander and environmental liaison 

 Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) 

 Environmental unit command officer 

 Public affairs 

 Joint forces 

 Unit / activity personnel 

Non-military units or tenants using MAARNG facilities will also be instructed on responding to 
inadvertent discovery situations (see SOP No. 5). 

Policy: Responses to emergencies and all planning for emergency response actions at MAARNG site(s) 
and training installation(s) will be carried out in accordance with the statutory applications contained in  

 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act (ARPA), and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and their respective 
implementing regulations (36 CFR 800; 43 CFR 10) on federal lands 

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) for 
federally supported actions on nonfederal public lands and private lands 

 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for federally supported actions that require it. 

It should be noted that immediate rescue and salvage operations conducted to preserve life or property are 
exempt from the provisions of Section 106 (36 CFR 800.12[d]). However, once the emergency response 
action has been completed, the CRM is responsible for completing any further Section 106 coordination 
to mitigate any impacts to cultural resources resulting from the action. 

Procedure (Figure 3-4): All reasonable efforts are made to avoid or minimize disturbance of significant 
cultural resources during emergency operations. Planners will communicate with applicable CRM 
regarding potential effects on significant cultural resources that might occur in association with such 
activities. 

Upon notification of a proposed emergency operation, the CRM will notify and consult with the 
appropriate agencies and parties, regarding the known or likely presence of cultural resources in the area 
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of the proposed operation. The agencies and parties are expected to reply in 7 days or less. Notification 
may be verbal, followed by written communication. This applies only to undertakings that will be 
implemented within 30 days after the need for disaster relief or emergency action has been formally 
declared by the appropriate authority. An agency may request an extension of the period of applicability 
prior to expiration of the 30 days. The CRM will ensure that all MAARNG personnel and units involved 
in the project are briefed regarding the protocol to be followed in the case of the inadvertent discovery of 
cultural resources during emergency operations (SOP No. 5). 

 
 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 4 
Emergency Operations  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 3-4. FLOWCHART FOR EMERGENCY OPERATIONS. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE NO. 5 
for 

Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Materials 
 
Contact (Statewide): MAARNG NEPA/Cultural Resources Manager, 508.233.6512 
Contact (Camp Edwards): Camp Edwards Natural Resources Manager, 508.968.5121 

Scope: This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the steps to be taken upon inadvertent 
discovery of cultural resources. It is intended for all personnel. Examples of applicable personnel are 

 Plans, Operations, and Training Officer (POTO) 

 Reservation maintenance 

 Environmental program manager (M-Day) 

 Range control 

 Unit commander and environmental liaison 

 Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) 

 Environmental unit command officer 

 Public affairs 

 Joint forces 

 Unit/activity personnel and tenants. 

Statutory Reference(s): 

 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its implementing regulation 
(43 CFR 10) 

 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) 

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulation (36 CFR 800). 

Applicability: 

Typical actions that trigger this SOP: 

 Field training exercises 

 Construction and maintenance 

 Activities such as digging, bulldozing, clearing, or grubbing 

 Off-road traffic 

 General observations (i.e., eroded areas, gullies, trails). 

Discovery of the following will trigger this SOP: 

 Discovery of known or likely human remains 

 Unmarked graves 

 Native American or historical artifacts 
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 Archaeological features 

 Paleontological remains.  

Actions: This section describes specific actions to be taken for inadvertent discovery. The flowchart is 
intended to be used by unit/activity level personnel, unit commanders, and similar personnel, as a 
decision-making guide when inadvertent discoveries are made as described under the applicability section 
of this SOP (Figure 3-5). 

Unit personnel, contractor, field crews, other tenants 

 Cease ground-disturbing activity when possible historical artifacts and features, human remains, or 
burials are observed or encountered 

 Report any observations or discoveries of historical artifacts and features, human remains, burials, or 
features immediately to the unit commander or facility manager 

 Secure the discovery location(s). 

Unit Commander or Training Installation Manager 

 Immediately notify Range Control. 

 Await further instructions from the range control officer. 

 Examine the location of the discovery to ensure that it has been properly secured. Take appropriate 
measures to further secure location if needed. 

 Coordinate with range control officer on where activities can resume. 

 Give direction to the field troops, construction crew, or non-ARNG user regarding locations where 
training exercises or activity may continue. 

Range Control Officer 

 Examine the location of the discovery to ensure that it has been properly secured. Take appropriate 
measures to further secure location (from vandalism and weather) if needed. 

 Give direction to the unit commander, construction crew, or non-ARNG user regarding locations 
where training exercises or activity may continue. 

 Immediately notify the CRM. 

 If human remains are known or suspected to be present, also promptly notify the state police. 

Activity may not resume in area of discovery until cleared by the CRM. Anticipate a minimum of 30 
days. 

Cultural Resources Manager 

The CRM has a number of specific procedures to follow in the event of an inadvertent discovery, with 
procedures varying dependent on whether the discovery occurs on federal, state, or privately owned land, 
and whether human remains or funerary items are discovered. Guidance for this topic is included in 
Appendix I of the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan. 
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FIGURE 3-5. FLOWCHART FOR THE INADVERTENT DISCOVERY OF POTENTIAL CULTURAL RESOURCE. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE No. 6 
For 

Native American Consultation 
 
Contact (Statewide): MAARNG NEPA/Cultural Resources Manager, 508.233.6512 
Contact (Camp Edwards): Camp Edwards Natural Resources Manager, 508.968.5121 

Scope: Federal law requires consultation with affected Native American Tribes, Native Hawaiian 
organizations, Native American religious leaders and representatives, lineal descendants of affected 
Native American Tribes, and the interested public. See Appendix H for more information on legal and 
regulatory standards. Consultation is a dialog between two individuals or groups in which one has 
expertise, knowledge, or experience that can inform a decision. It must be noted that consultation is not 
merely notification or the obtaining of consent.  

This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the steps to be taken upon inadvertent discovery of 
cultural resources. It is intended for all personnel. Examples of applicable personnel are 

 Leadership 

 Facilities Maintenance Office, Directorate of Public Works 

 U.S. Properties and Fiscal Officer (USPFO) 

 Master and strategic planning 

 Reservation maintenance 

 Facility managers and armorers 

 Range control 

 Environmental Quality Control Committee (EQCC) 

 Public affairs 

 Joint forces 

 Unit/activity personnel and tenants. 

Statutory Applications:  

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800)  

 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its implementing 
regulations (43 CFR 10) 

 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA)  

 Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 

 Presidential Memorandum for Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, dated 29 April 1994: 
Government-To-Government Relations With Native American Tribal Governments  

 Department of Defense Instruction 4710.02: DoD Interactions with Federally-Recognized Tribes. 

Affected Sites or Training Installations: MAARNG virtual installation 

Typical triggering events: Issuance of ARPA permit, historic preservation and section 106 activities, 
matters that significantly or uniquely affect tribal communities or other interested parties, access, use, and 
protection of ethnographic sites. 
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Policy 

 The MAARNG TAG shall consult with Native American Tribes and other interested parties in the 
development and implementation of MAARNG cultural resources management plans. The 
MAARNG tag may enter into contracts with said groups for the purpose of facilitating consultation 
obligations and assessment services.  

 The MAARNG, in consultation with Native American Tribes and other interested parties, shall 
establish procedures for consultation.  

 The MAARNG shall consult with Native American Tribes and other interested parties in the 
development of the MAARNG’s cultural resource management plans and have the opportunity for 
input at all phases of plan development, including suggested levels and locations for surveys.  

Government-to-Government Consultation 

The MAARNG will designate and recognize specific points of contact for purposes of carrying out any 
communication and consultation with federally recognized Native American Tribes necessary for 
implementation of the principles and processes affecting traditional cultural properties; properties of 
traditional, religious, and cultural importance; sacred sites; human remains; or associated cultural items.  

1. The points of contact shall refer matters arising under this SOP to higher MAARNG authority as the 
occasion or protocol demands.  

2. Should the MAARNG point of contact change, the MAARNG will contact the SHPO/THPO 
regarding the appointment of a new point of contact. 

3. The point of contact will review this SOP on an annual basis. 

General Consultation Procedures 

1. The CRM will work with National Guard Bureau and the Department of Defense (DoD) Tribal 
Liaison Office to identify federally recognized Native American Tribes, Alaskan Native or Hawaiian 
Native organizations with ancestral affiliations to MAARNG lands. 

2. The TAG should invite a representative of the tribal governing body(s), or interested party(s) who 
may inform decisions from each Tribe or organization, to be a consulting party. (Tribes whose 
traditional land could be affected must be notified.) 

3. Consultation should address potential effects of proposed activity on properties of traditional, 
religious, or cultural significance to each Tribe or organization. 

4. Terms, conditions, and mitigation determined through consultation may be incorporated into planning 
and permitting. 

5. The MAARNG will provide an annual report to the involved Native American Tribes and other 
interested parties, complete with site locations and all other pertinent information including 
dispositions, treatment, and curation. The report will be developed from the present and ongoing 
survey(s) conducted by current or future contractors. 

6. The Native American Tribes and other interested parties will make good faith efforts to respond 
within 30 days or less, when feasible, to requests for information, consultation, or concurrence in 
relation to issues of traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, burials, or human remains. 

7. The MAARNG will limit access to site and resource area information to the greatest extent allowed 
by law. 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 61 

8. All pertinent interested parties will be included as signatories on all agreement documents for 
undertakings affecting properties of traditional, religious, and cultural importance; sacred sites; 
human remains; and associated cultural items.  

National Register of Historic Places nominations and eligibility (regarding sacred sites) 

1. The only person delegated statutory authority to sign National Register of Historic Places 
nominations is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army. Native American Tribes and other 
interested parties do, however, reserve the right, as expressed in the NHPA and sections 60.11 and 
60.12 of 36 CFR 60, to concur or not to concur in preparation of recommendations for nomination to 
the NRHP (in consultation with the MAARNG) when such is related to, or regards, those elements 
which are traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, or of traditional cultural value to the parties. 
Native American Tribes and other interested parties have the right of appeal as referenced in 36 CFR 
60.  

2. Both the MAARNG and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)/Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer (THPO) must agree on nominations to the NRHP regarding traditional cultural properties and 
sacred sites. 

3. EO 13007 expresses, in general, the parameters of sacred sites and general accommodations that must 
be made for their access, use, and protection.  
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Glossary 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) – The ACHP was established by Title 11 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act to advise the president and Congress, to encourage private and public 
interest in historic preservation, and to comment on federal agency action under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

Archaeological Artifacts – An object, a component of an object, a fragment or sherd of an object, that 
was made or used by humans; a soil, botanical or other sample of archaeological interest. 

Archaeological Records – Notes, drawings, photographs, plans, computer databases, reports, and any 
other audio-visual records related to the archaeological investigation of a site. 

Archaeological Resource – Any material of human life or activities that is at least 100 years of age and 
is of archaeological interest (32 CFR 229.3(a)). 

Area of Potential Effect (APE) – The geographical area within which the undertaking may cause 
changes in the character of or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The APE may change 
according to the regulation under which it is being applied and should be established in coordination with 
consulting parties. 

Categorical Exclusion (CX) – Under NEPA, a CX is a category of actions that a Federal agency has 
determined does not to have a significant effect on the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
Every Federal agency has a list of CXs. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) – Includes the government-wide regulations that all federal 
agencies must follow and have the force of law. 

Cultural Items – As defined by NAGPRA, human remains and associated funerary objects, unassociated 
funerary objects (at one time associated with human remains as part of a death rite or ceremony, but no 
longer in possession or control of the federal agency or museum), sacred objects (ceremonial objects 
needed by traditional Native American religious leaders for practicing traditional Native American 
religions), or objects of cultural patrimony (having ongoing historical, traditional, or cultural importance 
central to a federally recognized Tribe or Native Hawaiian organization, rather than property owned by an 
individual Native American, and which, therefore, cannot be alienated, appropriated, or conveyed by any 
individual of the Tribe or group). 

Cultural Landscape – A cultural landscape is a geographic area, including both cultural and natural 
resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or 
person, or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. A cultural landscape can be a historic site, historic 
designed landscape, historic vernacular landscape, or ethnographic landscape (Cultural Resource 
Management Guidelines, NPS-28). 

Cultural Landscape Approach – To serve as an organizing principle for cultural and natural features in 
the same way that the idea of an ecosystem serves as an organizing principle for different parts of the 
natural environment. 

Cultural Resources – Historic properties as defined by the NHPA; cultural items as defined by 
NAGPRA; archaeological resources as defined by ARPA; sites and sacred objects to which access is 
afforded under American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA); and collections and associated records 
as defined in 36 CFR 79. 
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Cultural Resources Management Program – Activities carried out under the authority of AR 200-1 to 
comply with federal statutes and regulations pertaining to cultural resources. 

Dr. REAL – A real estate database. 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – Under NEPA, an EA is prepared when an agency does not know if a 
proposed Federal action has potentially significant effects on the environment. EAs conclude either with a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) or Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Environmental Compliance Assessment System (ECAS) – Assists the Army in achieving, maintaining, 
and monitoring environmental compliance with federal, state, and local environmental regulations. ECAS 
identifies environmental compliance deficiencies and develops corrective actions and cost estimates to 
address these deficiencies. 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) – Under NEPA, an EIS is prepared for major Federal actions 
that could have potentially significant effects on the environment. 

Geographical Information System (GIS) – Electronic maps that can provide information regarding 
identified structures and archaeological sites that are potentially NRHP-eligible, or that have been 
determined to be NRHP-eligible. 

Indian Tribe – Any Tribe, band, nation, or other organized American Indian group or community of 
Indians, including any Alaska Native village or corporation as defined in or established by the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 USC 1601 et seq.) that is recognized as eligible for special programs 
and services provided by the United States to Indians because of their status as Indians. Such 
acknowledged or ―federally recognized‖ Indian Tribes exist as unique political entities in a government-
to-government relationship with the United States. The Bureau of Indian Affairs maintains the listing of 
federally recognized Indian Tribes. 

Installation – For real property purposes, an installation is a single site or a grouping of two or more sites 
for inventory reporting. Each State represents a single virtual installation consisting of all sites the State 
controls except sites designated as training installations. Training installations can be their own 
installations if they have their own command structure and if NGB-ARI and NGB-ART have jointly 
agreed that they may be listed as their own ARNG training installation. One or more sites may be 
assigned to any one installation but each can only be assigned to a single installation. An installation can 
exist in three possible forms: 

 A single site designated as an installation, (e.g., Camp Roberts, CA); 

 Several non-contiguous or contiguous sites grouped together as a single ARNG training installation 
(e.g., Camp Shelby, MS).  

 Several contiguous or non-contiguous sites grouped together as a single virtual installation, (e.g., 
ARNG manages all the sites in a single state as a virtual installation). 

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) – A 5-year plan developed and 
implemented by an installation commander to provide for the management of cultural resources in a way 
that maximizes beneficial effects on such resources and minimizes adverse effects and impacts without 
impeding the mission of the installation and its tenants. 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) – A formal written agreement containing the results of discussions 
among the federal agency, the SHPO, and the ACHP, and can include other entities, state agencies, and/or 
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interested public. The MOA documents mutual agreements upon statements of facts, intentions, 
procedures, and parameters for future actions and matter of coordination. It shows how the needs of the 
federal agency, the needs and desires of the public and the scientific / historical significance of the 
property have all been protected. An MOA is not required by law or regulation except to resolve adverse 
effects issues (see 36 CFR 800.6(c)). In all other circumstances, it is an optional tool that can be used to 
ensure compliance with NHPA. Typically, an MOA is used to spell out the roles of the signatories in 
mitigating the effects of an action on a historic property. 

National Historic Landmark (NHL) – National Historic Landmarks are buildings, historic districts, 
structures, sites, and objects that possess exceptional value in commemorating or illustrating the history 
of the United States. They are so designated by the Secretary of the Interior after identification by 
National Park Service professionals and evaluation by the National Park System Advisory Board, a 
committee of scholars and other citizens. 

National Park Service – The bureau of the Department of the Interior to which the Secretary of the 
Interior has delegated the authority and responsibility for administering the National Historic Preservation 
Program. 

National Register Criteria – The criteria established by the Secretary of the Interior for use in evaluating 
the eligibility of properties for the NRHP (36 CFR 60). 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) – A nationwide listing of districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects of national, state, or local significance in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, or culture that is maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. NRHP listings must meet the 
criteria found in 36 CFR 60.4.  

Paleontological Resources – Scientifically significant fossilized remains, specimens, deposits, and other 
such data from prehistoric, non-human life. 

Parcel – a parcel is a contiguous piece or pieces of land described in a single real estate instrument. A 
parcel can also be described as a specific area of land whose perimeter is delineated by metes and bounds 
or other survey methods. A parcel represents each individual land acquisition by deed or grant (i.e., each 
separate real estate transaction). A single real estate transaction may acquire multiple parcels. Each parcel 
is shown by a single lot record in the Real Property Inventory (RPI). Parcels are, therefore, the building 
blocks of land for a site. A parcel is created by a real estate transaction whereby a Military Department or 
the State acquires an interest in land, and a legal instrument evidences the interest so acquired. 

Planning Resource for Infrastructure Development and Evaluation (PRIDE) – The PRIDE database 
is the Planning Resource for Infrastructure Development and Evaluation (PRIDE). It is a centralized 
database to support the identification of assets within an installation at each state. It provides NGB with 
real property information from which to manage its real property assets. The PRIDE database includes 
information about facilities, equipment, and grounds at each installation, and information regarding 
whether the building has been evaluated for its eligibility to the NRHP and whether it is eligible for or 
listed on the NRHP. The PRIDE does not contain information regarding archaeological sites at 
installations. 

Predictive Model – Modeling used to determine areas of high, medium, and low archaeological potential. 

Programmatic Agreement (PA) – A formal agreement between agencies to modify and/or replace the 
Section 106 process for numerous undertakings in a program. A PA will outline modified Section 106 
procedures that streamline an agency’s regulatory obligations. 
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Real Property Development Plans (RPDP) – A written resource prepared by the State ARNG, to be 
consulted and used during the preparation of an ICRMP, specifically in dealing with existing and planned 
structures at a virtual installation (the State). 

Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) – A document that is used to explain how an action is 
covered in a CX. 

Section 106 – Under the NHPA, Section 106 provides direction for federal agencies regarding 
undertakings that affect properties listed or those eligible for listing on the NRHP, and is implemented by 
regulations (36 CFR 800), issued by the ACHP. 

Section 110 – Under the NHPA, Section 110 outlines agencies’ responsibilities with respect to historic 
properties and requires federal agencies to locate, inventory, and nominate all properties that may qualify 
for the NRHP. 

Section 111 – Under the NHPA, Section 111 addresses leases and exchanges of historic properties. It 
allows the proceeds of any lease to be retained by the agency for use in defraying the costs of 
administration, maintenance, repair, and related expenses of historic properties. 

Site – in the broadest terms a site is a geographic location. In more focused terms, a site is a specific area 
of land consisting of a single parcel or several contiguous parcels. Each site must be able to produce a 
closed cadastral survey. A site can be any physical location that is or was owned by, leased to, or 
otherwise possessed by one Military Service or State (for National Guard purposes), to include locations 
under the jurisdiction of the Army National Guard (ARNG) where a hazardous substance has been 
deposited, stored, disposed of, placed, or otherwise came to be located. Do not combine Federal parcels 
with state parcels in a single site, even if contiguous. There will be no sites that contain both Federal and 
state owned property; create separate sites. A site may exist in one of three forms: 

 Land only, where there are no facilities present and where the land consists of either a single parcel or 
two or more contiguous parcels. 

 Facility or facilities only, where the underlying land is neither owned nor controlled by the Federal or 
State government. A stand-alone facility can be a site. If a facility is not a stand-alone facility, it must 
be assigned to a site. 

 Land and all the facilities thereon, where the land consists of either a single parcel or two or more 
contiguous parcels. 

Example of rule applied - a state or municipal owned road that traverses an area. The rule defines such an 
area as a single site if the military retains controls or ownership of the land under the road. However, if 
the road and the right-of-way along the road are owned by a party other than the Military Department, 
than this would be two sites since contiguous ownership does not exist. 

Site Locational Models – A model, through past examples, used to predict locations of archaeological 
sites. 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) – The person who has been designated in each state to 
administer the State Historic Preservation Program, including identifying and nominating eligible 
properties to the NRHP and otherwise administering applications for listing historic properties in the 
NRHP. 

Survey – A scientific sampling of the extent and nature of archaeological resources within a specific area. 
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Training Installation – Refers to one of the 45 training installations operated by the ARNG (see list in 
Handbook). 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) – A THPO appointed or designated in accordance with 
the NHPA is the official representative of a Tribe for the purposes of Section 106. 

Tribes – ―Tribes‖ (with a capital T) is used inclusively throughout this ICRMP to include American 
Indian Tribes, Alaska Natives and organizations, Native Americans, and Native Hawaiians, and 
organizations as defined in the National Historic Preservation Act and the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act. 

Undertaking – ―An undertaking is a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the 
direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a federal 
agency; those carried out with federal financial assistance; those requiring a federal permit, license, or 
approval; and those subject to state or local regulation administered pursuant to a delegation or approval 
by a federal agency‖ (36 CFR 800.16{y]). 

Virtual Installation – (Standard definitions according to DoDI 4165.14). The virtual installation refers to 
all holdings of the MAARNG within the boundaries of Massachusetts. 
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Environmental and Cultural Contexts 
 
Environmental Setting 

The following environmental setting is compiled from the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s 
(MHC) physiographical and environmental division of areas applied to the state (MHC 1982, 1984, 1985, 
1987). The division of regional areas is comparative to the relational theory of the cultural landscape 
approach as defined in AR 200-1. The western and central parts of Massachusetts fall within the New 
England Uplands, the eastern part in the Seaboard Lowlands, and the southeastern corner in the Coastal 
Plain (Figure C-1). Subdivisions are the Taconic Range and Berkshire Hills of western Massachusetts; 
the Connecticut River Valley and Worcester Highlands or Plateau in the central area; the Ipswich River 
valley, great Blue Hills, Charles River highlands, and Boston Harbor Islands in the eastern area; and the 
Taunton River drainage and Cape Cod and the islands coastal zone in the southeastern corner of the state.  

In Massachusetts over the past 20 years, post-Contact and archaeological descriptions and interpretations 
have been organized into eight regions based on a combination of topographic, physiographic, and 
political boundary considerations. These regions consist of (1) Berkshire County; (2) Connecticut Valley; 
(3) Central Massachusetts; (4) Eastern Massachusetts; (5) Essex County; (6) Boston Area; (7) Southeast 
Massachusetts; and (8) Cape Cod and the Islands. To date, the statewide reconnaissance survey has been 
completed for five of these regions: (1) Connecticut Valley; (2) Central Massachusetts; (3) Boston Area; 
(4) Southeast Massachusetts; and (5) Cape Cod and the Islands. 

The regions are geographical units that have in common certain physical, biotic, and cultural 
characteristics that make them relatively distinct from other regions surrounding them. Physical 
characteristics that are deemed important for defining the regions are spatial (geographic), climatic, 
topographic, and geological. Settlement patterns, social history, architectural history, and economic and 
industrial development are also considered to be important criteria for defining the regions. The 
practicality of this regional approach was based on the assumption that cultural adaptation would reflect 
the selection of available physical and biotic resources in each region. 

The regions are subdivided into a number of major drainage basins (Figure C-2): 

 Berkshire County: Housatonic and Hoosic river valleys  

 Connecticut Valley: Deerfield and Connecticut rivers  

 Central Massachusetts: Chicopee, Nashua, and Blackstone river valleys 

 Eastern Massachusetts: Sudbury, Assabet, and Charles rivers 

 Essex County: Merrimack and Ipswich river valleys 

 Boston Area: Charles and Mystic rivers 

 Southeast Massachusetts: Neponset and Taunton rivers 

 Cape Cod and the Islands: Cape Cod Bay, Buzzard’s Bay, Vineyard Sound, and Nantucket Sound.  
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FIGURE C-1. MAP OF MASSACHUSETTS SHOWING PHYSIOGRAPHIC ZONES (SOURCE: FENNEMAN 1938). 
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FIGURE C-2. MAP OF MASSACHUSETTS SHOWING MAJOR DRAINAGE BASINS. 
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The river drainages and coastal areas served as transportation corridors from the earliest pre-Contact 
period through post-Contact and modern times. The many rapids, narrows, and falls of these rivers, where 
they cut down to bedrock have also been important to each region’s human population. 

The geology of Massachusetts has directly affected the topography, soil formations, water, mineral 
resources, and availability of natural shelter such as caves and rock shelters. The topography of the 
western part of the state is understood in light of global plate tectonics. The distinctive north-south trend 
of the region’s topography reflects the fracturing and collision of the North American and African crustal 
plates during the Ordovician and Devonian periods beginning about 350 million years ago. It was at this 
time that the basic division of the Connecticut River valley was formed, with secondary north-south faults 
to the east and west forming deep longitudinal basins with sharply defined mountain fronts. Surrounding 
the floodplain of the Connecticut River are extensive areas of low gentle terrain. These areas are remnants 
of the bottom of Lake Hitchcock, a large glacial lake that filled the valley approximately 13,000 years 
ago. Lake Hitchcock was a product of the ice sheet that formerly covered New England. As the ice sheet 
advanced, it scoured the land surface and, as it retreated, it released enormous quantities of sediments and 
meltwater. 

A distinctive bedrock grain also runs northeast through the Boston area following the lines of the 
Appalachian tectonic plate. This ancient fault system remains active, and the Boston area remains subject 
to earthquake shocks. A secondary system of north-south faults is most evident in the rugged character of 
the Blue Hills and Middlesex Fells, where igneous (granites, gneisses, diorites, and felsites) crop out to 
form a rocky upland landscape. In the past the felsites that outcrop in both the Fells and the Blue Hills 
were important to the native population as a raw material from which stone tools were made. Later, 
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the granite quarries supplied the stone that built many of 
the state’s most notable buildings and landmarks. The eastern part of the state also contains a distinctive 
great lowland basin that widens westward from the coastline around Massachusetts Bay. This area is 
underlain by blue clay and slate, both of which were used extensively during the pre-Contact and post-
Contact periods. 

The southeastern part of the state is predominantly composed of pre-Cambrian metamorphics including 
more recent granites and sedimentary rocks of the Narragansett Basin. The Narragansett Basin, a broad 
bedrock depression, extends southerly along the coast of Rhode Island to Newport Bay. The entire area 
was covered by the Wisconsin glacier, which, at its maximum, extended well out onto the continental 
shelf. The glacial maximum is documented by terminal moraine deposits on Cape Cod, Nantucket, and 
Martha’s Vineyard. When the glacier receded, the topographic and hydrological features that dominate 
the Lowland area today were formed. The rising sea levels caused by the receding glacier resulted in 
rebound across these regions accounting for many of the bedrock exposures. Rebound resulted in the 
exposure of veins of red felsite, which were quarried by pre-Contact peoples as early as 9,000 years ago. 
As the ice blocks melted and broke up, a variety of geomorphological features were formed, including a 
complex pattern of outwash plains, kames, drumlins, and kettle holes that were interspersed by lakes, 
ponds, and streams. 

The formation of Cape Cod, Martha’s Vineyard, and Nantucket began more than two million years ago. 
At that time, Cape Cod, the islands, and a considerable expanse of land to the east and south stood well 
above sea level, forming part of the Continental Shelf. As the fourth and last Wisconsin glacier retreated 
from the region, it slowly released sediments that formed into a series of hilly deposits known as terminal 
moraines. These terminal moraines contain a complex stratigraphy of layers formed by at least six 
different glacial ―drifts.‖ Principal among these ―drifts‖ are the Buzzards Bay Moraine, which covers 
most of the western portion of the Cape, and the Sandwich Moraine, which covers the northern edge of 
the Cape. Through a combination of postglacial sea level rise and isostatic rebound, Martha’s Vineyard 
and Nantucket sounds were filled, and the land surfaces of the familiar bent arm-like shape of the Cape 
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and the two islands became severed from the mainland. Wave action over the past three to four thousand 
years has played an important role in the formation and erosion of coastal deposits. 

The surficial geology differs within the topographic and geological regions of Massachusetts. They are 
subject to the effects of elevation, slope, climate, rainfall, and vegetative cover on the basic soil-forming 
materials. The western part of the state contains glacial till in the rugged upland terrain and alluvial 
floodplain deposits in the major river valleys and flat terraces. The central part of the state is dominated 
by the Worcester Plateau, which contains a moderately thick veneer of ice-deposited glacial till consisting 
of a heterogeneous mix of clay, silt, sand, gravel, and boulders, through which bedrock occasionally crops 
out. Outwash plains are also present in the riverine valley settings where streams flowing in channels 
within the glacier deposited stratified sand and gravel. The eastern and southeastern parts of the state 
contain predominately outwash sediments intermixed with areas of glacial till and terminal moraines.  

Massachusetts has a humid continental climate, with temperatures that average 68 to 72 degrees in the 
summer and about 28 to 32 degrees in the winter. Cape Cod and the islands of Martha’s Vineyard and 
Nantucket usually have cooler summer temperatures because of the moderating effects of the ocean, 
which also give the region somewhat warmer temperatures in the winter. Average January temperatures 
in the Berkshires are about 22 degrees. The mean annual precipitation ranges from 40 to 46 inches, with 
heavy snowfalls most common in the western highlands. The coastal areas are prone to severe storms 
called ―Northeasters‖ that occur year-round but are the most severe in the winter. The growing season, 
from the last killing frost in the spring to the first killing frost in the fall is about 160 days in the eastern 
and central parts of the state. The coast experiences a growing season of about 200 days.  

Originally almost all of the state was covered with forests. Early colonists began clearing the land for 
farms and pasture in the early 1600s, and by the mid-1800s, only about one-fifth of the state was still 
forested. Since the 1990s nearly three-fifths of the state has returned to woodlands. Massachusetts lies in a 
transition zone of broadleaf deciduous species that predominate to the south and at lower elevations. 
These forests gradually shift into mixed woodland habitats with more coniferous evergreens as the 
elevation increases. The most dominant tree species of the deciduous forests are beech, birch, and maple, 
with lesser amounts of cherry, hickory, red cedar, and oak. Coniferous trees such as white pine and 
hemlocks are found throughout the state, but spruce is mainly to the north and at higher elevations. Pitch 
pines and scrub oaks are found in the southeastern part of the state, primarily on Cape Cod and the 
islands. The understory vegetation contains ferns, such as asmundas and maidenhair spleenworts. Areas 
near the coast have marsh grasses, sedges, and rushes. Interior wetlands contain skunk cabbage, marsh 
marigold, white violet, and blue violet. Flowering shrubs in the woodlands or in open areas consist of 
dogwood, azalea, rhodora, sweet fern, mountain laurel, wild cherry, and mayflower. Wildflowers include 
violet, bloodroot, troutlily, and goldenrod. 

The most common large animal found in Massachusetts is whitetail deer. Black bears are occasionally 
spotted in the western part of the state. Foxes, beavers, raccoons, weasels, skunks, woodchucks, muskrats, 
mice, squirrels, chipmunks, and rabbits are prevalent throughout all regions of the state. The black-capped 
chickadee and the robin are among the most common birds. The great black-backed gull, herring gull, 
purple martin, night-heron, horned lark, piping plover, sparrow, four species of terns, and marsh hawks 
are found in the coastal dunes and marshes. Birds found in the deciduous forest include the pileated 
woodpecker, warblers, hawks, and owls. The wild turkey is also common throughout the state following 
the 1970s reintroduction of the bird. The bobwhite, killdeer, bobolink, eastern meadowlark, and field 
sparrow live in the farmland and meadows. Loon, grebe, and duck are particularly numerous in the 
winter. 

Fishes commonly found in the rivers and ponds of Massachusetts include native species such as brook 
trout, pickerel, shad, sunfish, and perch. Popular introduced species include rainbow, brown, and lake 
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trout; small and large mouth bass; black crappie; carp; pike, and tiger muskie. Saltwater fish and shellfish 
found in coastal areas include pollock, flounder, haddock, cod, smelt, striped bass, bluefish, clams, 
scallops, and lobsters. 

Regional Pre-Contact Cultural Overview 

Massachusetts comprises a wide range of topographical features and vegetative coverages. Its humid, 
continental climate and coastal location on the North American continent has made this region a favorable 
place for human habitation for more than 12,000 years and has resulted in a rich and complex 
archaeological record within the state borders.  

The study of pre-Contact period land use and settlement patterns in Massachusetts began with the efforts 
of historians and amateur collectors during the mid- to late nineteenth century. Within the past two 
decades, professional archaeologists, spurred by the preservation movement and supporting legislation, 
have also focused their attention on the region. Today, a number of organizations including government 
agencies, university-affiliated groups, professional cultural resource management firms, and avocational 
archaeologists are conducting archaeological research in the state. The body of data, which has been and 
continues to be generated by these efforts, provides expanding insights into the past 12,000 years of 
human occupation. The result has been the compilation of a regional pre-Contact cultural chronology 
within which known and potential site types and distributions can be studied.  

The accepted framework for the study of Massachusetts pre-Contact history consists of time divisions, or 
periods, based on cultural practices. The pre-Contact cultural chronology for southern New England is 
divided into three major temporal periods: PaleoIndian, Archaic, and Woodland. The Archaic and 
Woodland periods are further subdivided into Early, Middle, and Late. Each subdivision has identified 
phases or complexes characterized by projectile point typologies, ceramic styles, and subsistence 
practices (Table C-1). The proceeding Contact period is a time when indigenous populations underwent 
rapid change because of European colonization. The PaleoIndian, Archaic, Woodland, and Contact 
periods are discussed in the following short summaries that describe diagnostic technology, settlement, 
and subsistence practices. The summaries are derived primarily from the MHC’s regional state survey 
studies. 

PaleoIndian Period (ca. 12,500 to 10,000 B.P. [years before present])  

The earliest evidence for human occupation of New England dates from the PaleoIndian Period. 
Immediately following the retreat of the last Wisconsin glacier the environment underwent a transition 
from tundra to open spruce woodland dominated by scrub birch and alder. Small highly mobile bands of 
hunter-gatherers moved into the Northeast at this time, roaming large territories and exploiting post 
Pleistocene megafauna, as well as medium and small game, marine resources, and seasonally available 
plant foods (Dragoo 1976). The use of local lithic types to manufacture stone tools indicates that perhaps 
a more restricted territory than generally accepted was the norm for these early hunters. If so, medium-
size game such as white-tailed deer would have contributed a more important part of the diet (Gardner 
1983; Meltzer and Smith 1986). Artifacts temporally associated with the PaleoIndian Period include 
Clovis fluted and Eden-like projectile points, scraping tools, gravers, and drills. Several important sites 
from this period have been identified in Massachusetts, including the Bull Brook Site in Ipswich (Grimes 
et al. 1984) and Locus 6 and Locus 8 of the Wapanucket Site in Middleborough (Robbins 1980).  
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TABLE C-1. NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL CHRONOLOGY FOR SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND. 

Period Years Identified Temporal 
Subdivisions1 Cultural Aspects 

PaleoIndian 12,500 – 10,000 B.P. 
(10,500 – 8000 B.C.) 

- Eastern Clovis 
- Plano 

Exploitation of migratory game animals by highly mobile bands of hunter-gatherers with a 
specialized lithic technology 

Early 
Archaic 

10,000 – 7500 B.P. 
(8000 – 5500 B.C.) 

- Bifurcate-Base 
Point Assemblages 

Few sites are known, possibly because of problems with archaeological recognition. This 
period represents a transition from specialized hunting strategies to the beginnings of more 
generalized and adaptable hunting and gathering, due in part to changing environmental 
circumstances. 

Middle 
Archaic 

7500 – 5000 B.P. 
(5500 – 300 B.C.) 

- Neville 
- Stark 
- Merrimack 
- Otter Creek 
- Vosburg 

Regular harvesting of anadramous fish and various plant resources is combined with 
generalized hunting. Major sites are located at falls and rapids along river drainages. 
Groundstone technology first utilized. There is a reliance on local lithic materials for a 
variety of bifacial and unifacial tools. 

Late Archaic 5000 – 3000 B.P. 
(3000 – 1000 B.C.) 

- Brewerton 
- Squibnocket 
- Small Stemmed 

Point Assemblage 

Intensive hunting and gathering were the rule in diverse environments. Evidence for 
regularized shellfish exploitation is first seen during this period. Abundant sites suggest 
increasing populations, with specialized adaptations to particular resource zones. Notable 
differences between coastal and interior assemblages are seen. 

Transitional 3600 – 2500 B.P. 
(1600 – 500 B.C.) 

- Atlantic 
- Watertown 
- Orient 
- Coburn 

Same economy as the earlier periods, but there may have been groups migrating into New 
England, or local groups developing technologies strikingly different from those previously 
used. Trade in soapstone became important. Evidence for complex mortuary rituals is 
frequently encountered. 

Early 
Woodland 

3000 – 1600 B.P. 
(1000 B.C. – A.D. 300) 

- Meadowwood 
- Lagoon 

A scarcity of sites suggests population decline. Pottery was first made. Little is known of 
social organization or economy, although evidence for complex mortuary rituals is present. 
Influences from the mid-western Adena culture are seen in some areas. 

Middle 
Woodland 

1650 – 1000 B.P. 
(A.D. 300 – 950) 

- Fox Creek 
- Jack’s Reef 

Economy focused on coastal resources. Horticulture may have appeared late in period 
Hunting and gathering were still important. Population may have increased from the 
previous low in the Early Woodland. Extensive interaction between groups throughout the 
northeast is seen in the widespread distribution of exotic lithics and other materials. 

Late 
Woodland 

1000 – 450 B.P. 
(A.D. 950 – 1500) - Lavanna 

Horticulture was established in some areas. Coastal areas seem to be preferred. Large groups 
sometimes lived in fortified villages, and may have been organized in complicated political 
alliances. Some groups may still have relied solely on hunting and gathering. 

ProtoHistoric 
and Contact 

450 – 300 B.P. 
A.D. 1500 – 1650) - Algonquian 

Groups such as the Wampanoag, Narragansett, and Nipmuck were settled in the area. 
Political, social, and economic organizations were relatively complex, and underwent rapid 
change during European colonization. 

Note: 1Termed Phrases or Complexes 
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Archaic Period (ca. 10,000 to 3000 B.P.) 

The Archaic Period is divided into three components: Early, Middle, and Late. The Early Archaic Period 
(10,000 to 7500 B.P.) is characterized by a gradually warmer and drier climate, dominated by a mixed 
pine-hardwood forest. This paleoenvironment would have made seasonally available food resources more 
predictable and abundant, allowing pre-Contact populations to exploit a wide range of settings. Evidence 
from eastern Massachusetts river drainage studies, such as Ritchie's review of the Sudbury and Assabet 
drainages, indicate that a complex multisite settlement system had been established by this period, with 
different site locations indicating exploitation of varied resources and environmental settings (Johnson 
1984; Ritchie 1984). Populations probably increased during this period, although known sites are poorly 
represented in the archaeological record. Problems with recognition of components because of the lack of 
diagnostic materials (bifurcate-base point assemblage) and radiocarbon dates have partially contributed to 
the perceived low frequency of Early Archaic sites within New England. Many sites dating to this and the 
PaleoIndian Period may be buried under alluvium or slope wash, or may be situated in isolated and 
eroded upland locales (O'Steen 1987). At coastal locations, these sites were likely submerged by rising 
sea levels. 

The distribution and somewhat higher density of Middle Archaic Period (7500 to 5000 B.P.) sites 
indicates that a multisite seasonal settlement system was firmly established by this time. Sites from this 
period appear to cluster around falls and rapids along major river drainages, where the harvesting of 
anadromous fish and various plant resources was combined with generalized hunting practices. Climatic 
and biotic changes continued. By this time, the present seasonal migratory patterns of many bird and fish 
species had become established (Dincauze 1974) and important coastal estuaries were developing (Barber 
1979). Diagnostic artifacts of the Middle Archaic Period in southern New England include Neville-like, 
Neville-variant, and Stark-like projectile points (Dincauze and Mulholland 1977; MHC 1985; Ritchie 
1979). With the introduction of groundstone technology, a variety of tool types, including net sinkers, 
gouges, plummets, and atlatl (weights) were introduced into the lithic assemblages (Dincauze 1976). A 
preference for locally available (within established territories) lithic raw materials for a variety of bifacial 
and unifacial stone tools is also evidenced at many sites. For example, quartzites, available as riverine and 
glacial cobbles in many parts of central Massachusetts, were used for chipped-stone tools found at sites in 
Worcester County (Leveillee and Dalton 1990).  

The Late Archaic Period (5000 to 3000 B.P.) comprises three major cultural traditions (Laurentian, Small 
Stemmed, and Susquehanna). The Laurentian Tradition is the earliest phase of Late Archaic activity in the 
region and is associated with the manufacture of Normanskill, Vosburg, Otter Creek, Brewerton, and 
Broad Eared projectile point types. These points are manufactured primarily from materials widely 
available in central Massachusetts in bedrock veins and outcrops and as riverine or glacial cobbles. Site 
distributions from the Laurentian Tradition appear to be oriented to the central uplands region, which has 
been interpreted as suggesting an essentially interior, riverine adaptation (Dincauze 1974; Ritchie 1971). 
Other Late Archaic Period sites represent the Susquehanna and Small Stemmed traditions. The 
Susquehanna Tradition has been most widely associated with mortuary/ceremonial sites in the coastal 
zone of New England (Dincauze 1968). Artifacts associated with this tradition consist of Atlantic, 
Wayland Notched, and Susquehanna Broad projectile points and several varieties of bifacial blades. 
Susquehanna Tradition materials were manufactured in a variety of lithics, including local quartzites, 
eastern volcanics, and exotic cherts. Despite recent revisions concerning the diagnostic value of Small 
Stemmed projectile point types, the Small Stemmed Tradition continues to be an accepted Late Archaic 
cultural affiliation, although the duration of the tradition has been extended into the Woodland Period in 
some areas (Mahlstedt 1985; Rainey and Cox 1995; Wamsley 1984). Small Stemmed and small 
Triangular point types quantitatively dominate both artifact collections and excavated sites; these point 
types are manufactured from quartz and quartzite with almost equal frequency. The Small Stemmed 
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Tradition exploited a wide range of ecozones including coastal and riverine settings. Sites from the 
Susquehanna and Small Stemmed Traditions overlap into the Woodland Period. 

Woodland Period (ca. 3000 to 450 B.P.)  

The Woodland Period is also divided into three chronological components: Early, Middle, and Late. The 
Early Woodland Period (3000 to 1600 B.P.) is generally underrepresented in the regional archaeological 
record, suggesting a population decline and/or poorly documented tool assemblages. Coastal resources are 
believed to have become an important part of subsistence collecting activities and diets, as evidenced by 
the high frequency of known Woodland Period coastal sites in New England (Cox 1983; Cox, et al. 1983; 
Kerber 1984; Thorbahn and Cox 1988). This is also believed to be a time of widespread long distance 
exchange of raw materials, finished products, and information. There is some evidence for the appearance 
of task specific sites (Dincauze 1976). Early Woodland site locations have generally relied on the 
identification of Meadowood and Rossville point types as well as Vinette I ceramic styles. Because of the 
problems of relying on diagnostic projectile points to recognize Early Woodland sites, (i.e., overlap of 
both the Small Stemmed and Susquehanna traditions) the presence of ceramics is relied on as a diagnostic 
trait of the Early Woodland Period. 

Consistent with patterns recognized in New England, the Middle Woodland (1650 to 1000 B.P.) is a 
period of apparently increasing population and extensive long-distance social and economic interaction. 
The late Middle Woodland Period is marked by the introduction of horticulture into the traditional 
hunting and gathering subsistence practices of human populations in the Northeast. Horticulture led to 
changes in subsistence, population growth, organization of labor, and social stratification (Snow 1980). 
The degree of dependence on horticulture and its significance as a stimulus of social and economic 
change in the late prehistory of southern New England is still a topic for further archaeological research 
(Mrozowski 1993). Recent studies have shown that late Middle Woodland components are marked by a 
high percentage of exotic lithics. Diagnostic Fox Creek and Jack's Reef projectile points are found in 
association with Pennsylvania jasper, Ramah chert, Kineo felsite, and Lockatong argillite (Goodby 1988; 
Luedtke 1987; Mahlstedt 1985). This assemblage of exotic raw materials suggests that Middle Woodland 
populations inhabiting southern New England took part in an extensive network of social and economic 
contacts that extended from Pennsylvania northward to Labrador. 

The Late Woodland Period (1000 to 450 B.P.) is marked by an increase in ceramic production through 
improvements in technology. Some populations may still have relied solely on hunting and gathering 
while others turned to horticulture. Coastal areas and semipermanent settlements seemed to have been 
preferred although larger groups sometimes lived in fortified villages. This could indicate the presence of 
complicated political alliances. Late Woodland Period artifacts represented in the archaeological record 
include triangular Levanna points, cord-wrapped stick-impressed and incised collared ceramic vessels, 
and increasing amounts of local lithic materials (MHC 1985). 

Protohistoric and Contact Period (450–300 B.P. [1500 to 1620 A.D.])  

By the start of the Protohistoric and Contact Period, southern New England was inhabited by Algonquin-
speaking groups of Native Americans. A number of Algonquin subgroups occupied the area of 
Massachusetts when European settlement began in the early 1600s. The Wampanoag and the Nauset were 
in the southeastern part of the state including Cape Cod and the islands of Martha’s Vineyard and 
Nantucket; the Massachusett had settlements along Massachusetts Bay in the greater Boston vicinity; the 
Nipmuc inhabited the central Massachusetts region; the Pocomtuck lived in the northwest part of the 
state; the Pennacook were near the New Hampshire border; and the Mahican were in the Berkshire Hills 
area west of the Connecticut River Valley. The area of north-central Massachusetts, particularly the 
northern and western sections toward New Hampshire and Vermont, also fell within the cultural 
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boundaries of the Western Abenaki. The subgroup Squakeag inhabited the upper Nashua River Valley, 
and became heavily involved in the fur trade. The Abenaki group tended to cluster in large fortified 
villages (MHC 1985).  

The Algonquin native population lived in semipermanent villages focused on river drainages and tributary 
streams. Political, social, and economic organizations were relatively complex, and underwent rapid 
change during European colonization. The natives lived largely by hunting deer, catching fish and 
shellfish, and growing corn, beans, and squash; migrating from interior woodlands to coastal areas to take 
advantage of seasonal resources available across the region. It is estimated that as many as 30,000 native 
people inhabited Massachusetts in 1614, but epidemics of disease brought by the Europeans devastated 
the indigenous population in the first half of the seventeenth century (MHC 1984). 

Massachusetts Post-Contact Context Overview  

The accepted framework for the study of Massachusetts’ history also consists of time divisions, or 
periods, defined based on cultural practices characteristic of each period. The post-Contact cultural 
chronology for the state is divided into six major temporal periods: Plantation, Colonial, Federal, Early 
Industrial, Late Industrial, and Modern (Table C-2). The Plantation Period begins with the early-
seventeenth-century establishment of permanent English settlement along the coastal margin and its 
expansion inland along the major tidal rivers. This period is also characterized by the virtual removal of 
native people from coastal sections of the state. The historical development of the state follows through 
the continued growth of urban centers and inland expansions during the eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries. The rise and fall of local and regional industries characterized the mid- to late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries. The twentieth century has witnessed suburban sprawl and the abandonment of 
earlier farms and industries. The following discussions of the six chronological periods are short 
summaries describing diagnostic technology, settlement, and subsistence practices in the coastal and 
interior regions of Massachusetts. The summaries are derived primarily from the MHC’s regional state 
survey studies. 

Plantation Period (1620 to 1675)  

The primary event that occurred during this period was the establishment of permanent English 
settlements initiated with the founding of Plymouth in 1620. From here, English settlement expanded 
along the coast and up several major river drainages. Three factors that were important in facilitating 
settlement were the granting of a patent by the Council of New England to John Pierce and associates 
(known as the Dorcester Company) for the settlement of New England (1621), the formal establishment 
of Plymouth Colony (1629), and an epidemic among the natives of southern New England in the early 
1630s. Despite a weakened state, the native population maintained a semi-autonomous existence. Most 
native groups withdrew from the coast and settled in or near interior cores, areas characterized by 
overlapping focal points of cultural activity, connected by an extensive overland trail system. An 
increasing number of natives abandoned traditional lifestyles, with many living in John Eliot’s ―praying 
Indian towns.‖ English settlements were founded in Salem (1626), Boston (1630), Rehoboth (1645), and 
Swansea (1668) during this period. Agriculture, fishing, and small local industry formed the basis of the 
English economy. Early ironworks were also erected in Saugus (ca. 1645) and Raynham (ca. 1656). 
Waterways and native trails were improved to provide major transportation routes across the region. 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 C-13 

 
TABLE C-2. HISTORIC CULTURAL CHRONOLOGY FOR MASSACHUSETTS. 

General Period Cultural Aspects / Diagnostic Cultural Material 

Contact & 
Plantation 
1500 – 1675 

Initial European exploration and contact with Native American population. Native core areas established along major river 
drainages connected by extensive overland trail system. Increasing interaction introduced European diseases and material 
culture, altered native culture and society, and led to encroachment on native lands. Increasing numbers of Native 
Americans abandoned traditional lifestyles, many living in John Eliot's "praying towns." Extensive immigration of Puritan 
settlers to newly established permanent settlements beginning with coastal towns (e.g., Plymouth 1620, Boston 1630, 
Rehoboth 1645, Swansea 1668). Agriculture, fishing, and small local industry formed basis of economy. Early ironworks 
erected (e.g., Raynharn ca. 1656; Sauguis ca. 1645). Waterways and native trails provided major transportation routes. 
Majolica, early tin-glaze earthenware, Rhennish and Bellarmine stonewares predominate the ceramic assemblage. 
Pipestems with mean bore diameter of 7-9/64th-inch. Handwrought nails only. Freeblown glass bottles, pontil scar, no 
mold mark. 

Colonial 
1675 – 1775 

European settlement and expansion, curtailed by Native American conflicts (especially King Philip's War 1675-76), 
continued after cessation of hostilities. Agriculture and raw material collection remained principal economic activity in 
peripheral areas. Industrial and commercial pursuits (e.g., distilling, shipbuilding, crafts, trade) focused in urban and coastal 
areas Boston developed as emerging regional cote. Intracoastal and international trade with other colonies, Europe, Africa, 
and West Indies (i.e., "triangle trade" in sugar and molasses, rum and slaves) prospered. Massachusetts colonists, angered by 
British economic restrictions (e.g., Stamp Act 1770, Townshend Acts 1767), rebelled in Boston Massacre (l770), Boston Tea 
Party (1773), and finally started fighting at Lexington and Concord (April 1775).  
Imported tin glaze earthenware, while salt-glaze, English brown, Westenwald and scratch blue stonewares. Imported 
and domestic redwares. Mean pipestem bore diameter of 4-6/64th-inch. Handwrought nails only. Freeblown and 
molded glass bottles. 

Federal 
1775 – 1830 

Maritime commerce increased following Peace of Paris (1783) ending Revolutionary War, including development of trade 
with China. Trade and economy suffered due to Embargo Act (1807) and War of 1812. Agriculture remained basis of rural 
economy. Shift from agriculture to industrial based economy began with improvements of water power technology and 
development of new mill privileges. Villages grew around rural mills to house workers. Development of road networks 
with advent of turnpikes. Coastal and riverine routes remained important transportation linkages. Construction of canals, 
such as Middlesex Canal m 1790s, which provided additional transportation link between Boston and Mernmack Valley. 
Creamware and pearlware dominate the ceramic assemblage. Handpainted and transfer print decorated. Small bore 
diameter (4/16 inch) pipestems. Both hand-wrought and machine-cut nails. Post-1810 3-piece molded bottles introduced, 
First tin cans (post 1819). 
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TABLE C-2. HISTORIC CULTURAL CHRONOLOGY FOR MASSACHUSETTS. 

General Period Cultural Aspects / Diagnostic Cultural Material 

Early Industrial 
1830 – 1870 

Introduction of railroads (ca. 1835) revolutionized transportation network. Small lines consolidated during period, 
earning passengers and freight throughout region. Decline in agriculture linked to emigration of farmers to newly 
opened western territories and to factory 1 and mill jobs, and due to decline in market caused by arrival of western 
produce via railroads. Civil War (1861-1865) generated major expansion of manufactures, including textiles, metal 
working, machinery, and shoe and boot industry. Decline in cotton supply due to war embargoes caused many mills to 
close or convert to manufacture of woolen goods or worsteds. Large scale immigration (especially from Ireland and 
Germany) generally to work in mills. Shift form whale oil to petroleum led to decline in whaling fisheries. 
Pearlware, hard white earthenware, yellowware, and domestic stoneware most common. Transfer print design 
technique predominates. Machine-cut nails predominate. 2 piece mold bottles replace 3-piecc mold bottles (post 1840). 
Snap case bottle bottom finish, no pontil scar (post 1857). Mason jar patented 1858. 1867 lettered panel bottles 
introduced. Pressed or sandwich-type glass (post-1827). Condensed milk can patented 1856. Vulcanization process 
patented by Goodyear (1839) resulted in increased production of rubber products. 

Late Industrial 
1870 – 1915 

Technological developments resulted in major changes (e.g., steam power, electrification, gas lighting, etc.). 
Development of urban and interurban mass transportation, street railways and elevated lines (i.e., Boston subway system 
1895-1912), resulted in growth of suburban communities. Arrival of large numbers of immigrants, especially Eastern 
and Southern Europeans and French Canadians. Expansion and development of large scale industrial concerns (e.g., 
Lowell and Fall River mills). Introduction of cranberry cultivation, primarily in Plymouth County (ca. 1878). Beginnings 
of summer and resort development in coastal areas. 
Hard white earthenware predominates the ceramic assemblage with yellowware and domestic stoneware. Machine-made 
bottles most common. Semi-automatic bottling machine (post-1881); replaced by fully automatic machine made bottles 
(post-1903). Hutchinson stopper (post 1872/9); canning jar closure (post-1875); crown bottlecap(post 1892). 1904 
double-seamed tin can introduced. 

Modern 
1915 – Present 

Decline of null industry during Great Depression (1930s), temporarily reversed by World War II; decline continued following war. 
Introduction of automobile and major improvements in automobile transportation network (e.g., Interstates 84, 90, 
95, and 495 and Route 128). Agriculture remains important in rural economy with market gardens shipping produce to 
urban areas. State's textile and shoe industry decline after World War II offset by growth of professional and service 
industries (e.g., banking, computer, defense-related, etc.) mainly located along improved transportation corridors. 
Gradual decline of urban core areas with suburbanization of hinterlands. 
Hard white earthenware, stoneware, porcelains, and melamine (post -WWII). All bottles fully automatic machine-made. Purple 
manganese glass. Beer can introduced 1935. Pull tab can opening introduced 1962. Plastic products (post-1900). 
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Colonial Period (1675 to 1775)  

The English settlement and expansions of the previous period were curtailed by Native American 
conflicts, the most important of which was King Philip’s War in 1675–76. Warfare resulted in a 
substantial loss of life and the destruction of a large number of homes, commercial/industrial operations, 
crops and livestock. The war also signaled the dispersion of the region’s native population, with increased 
interments on native ―reservations.‖ The late 1680s witnessed the outbreak of intercolonial warfare 
between France and England, which continued intermittently until the early 1760s. The periodic fighting 
placed a considerable strain on the state’s fledgling economy, with many towns being called upon for 
supplies and manpower to support the colonial war efforts. By the turn of the eighteenth century, 
industrial development had rapidly accelerated in the eastern part of the state, including several well-
developed iron production centers. Agriculture and raw material collection remained the principal 
economic activity in the western part of the state. Boston developed as the emerging regional core, with 
shipbuilding, trade, and fishing. The 1740s marked the appearance of the ―Great Awakening‖ in New 
England, an event that caused considerable controversy within the social and political as well as religious 
establishment. The passage of a number of restrictive and unpopular colonial statutes by the Crown of 
England in the mid- to late 1700s sparked active colonial resistance. This resistance led to the outbreak of 
war between England and its American colonies at Lexington and Concord in April 1775.  

Federal Period (1775 to 1830)  

The Federal Period was characterized by war and political upheaval as well as social and technological 
innovation in southern New England. Other than the burning of New Bedford in 1778, the Revolutionary 
War had little physical effect on the state, but the impacts of an inflationary economy and the confiscation 
of Loyalist properties slowed development during the late 1700s. The maritime commerce, including the 
development of trade with China and the whaling industry, increased following the Peace of Paris in 1783 
that ended the Revolutionary War. While the Jefferson Embargo (1807) and the War of 1812 severely 
restricted maritime commerce, these two events acted as a catalyst for regional industrial growth, 
particularly in textiles. The beginning of a shift from an agricultural to an industrially based economy 
marked the post-Revolutionary War period. This included improvements in waterpower technology and 
the development of new mill privileges. Villages grew around rural mills to house workers in both rural 
and urban centers across the state. The general economic prosperity of the early 1800s was reflected in the 
formation of numerous new towns and in a shift of both population and influence toward the emerging 
industrial cities such as Taunton, Fall River, and New Bedford in the southeast, Lowell in the northeast, 
Worcester in the south-central, and Springfield/Holyoke in the western part of the state.  

Early Industrial Period (1830 to 1870)  

The major events of this period fall into two broad categories: economic and social/political events, and 
innovations in industry and transportation. The introduction of railroads (ca. 1835) revolutionized the 
state’s transportation network. Small lines consolidated during this period, carrying passengers and freight 
throughout the region. The decline in agricultural activities was linked to the emigration of farmers to the 
newly opened western territories and to factory and mill jobs in large regional urban centers. The Civil 
War generated the major expansion of manufactures, including textiles, metal working, machinery, and 
the shoe and boot industry. Important social/political events included the formal separation of church and 
state in Massachusetts by constitutional amendment in 1833. This period was also characterized by large 
scale immigration from Western Europe, especially Ireland and Germany, into the growing industrial 
cities of Boston, Fall River, Lawrence, Worcester, and Springfield. The opening of the Pennsylvania oil 
fields in the 1850s led to the decline in the whaling industry by shifting the emphasis from whale oil to 
more profitable products.  
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Late Industrial Period (1870 to 1915)  

The Late Industrial Period was characterized by technological change and social/economic upheavals. 
The period opened with the destruction of a large portion of the New Bedford whaling fleet in the Arctic 
ice pack in 1871 and a post-Civil War depression after the Panic of 1872. Technological developments 
included the establishment of a street railway system throughout the eastern part of the state and the 
beginning of centralized electrical power generation in the larger cities like Boston, Fall River, Worcester, 
and Springfield. These developments led to increased numbers of immigrants, especially from eastern and 
southern Europe and French Canadians, as well as the growth of suburban communities, especially in 
southeastern Massachusetts. This period also marked the beginning of summer and resort development in 
coastal areas, particularly on Cape Cod and the islands of Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket. Cranberry 
cultivation was also introduced into the southeastern part of the state in 1878, while the large-scale 
industrial concerns (e.g., Lowell, Fall River) dominated by textile mills continued to expand throughout 
the state. The state’s population more than doubled during this period. 

Modern Period (1915 to Present)  

This period opened with a burst of prosperity after World War I, aided by the introduction of mass 
production techniques to the auto industry. Auto touring became a popular form of recreation in the 
1920s, and it precipitated substantial improvements to and expansion of the state’s road network. 
Suburbanization of many communities was also enhanced by this increased mobility. Most of the state’s 
large-scale industries, however, suffered irreversible declines during the Great Depression. Some of the 
enterprises were able to reverse their misfortunes during World War II, but most of the successful 
nineteenth-century mills gradually declined and shut down by the 1950s. One of the most significant 
losses was the industrial base of Fall River, which lost nearly the entire central business district to fire in 
1928 and declared bankruptcy after the Crash of 1929. Agriculture remained important in the rural 
economy with market gardens shipping produce to urban areas. The decline of the state’s industries was 
offset by the growth of professional and service industries, mainly located along improved transportation 
corridors. Massachusetts has become a leader in the electronics and aerospace industries, due largely to 
the numerous university and private scientific research centers that opened in the 1940s. During most of 
the late twentieth century the state’s economy enjoyed a major boom, fueled by the continued growth of 
the high-technology industry and defense spending.   

HISTORY OF THE MAARNG  

The history of the MAARNG is rooted in the concept of citizen-soldiers providing for the defense of their 
town and colony. The original mission of the MAARNG, which began in the early 17th Century, still 
continues in today’s uncertain world as the National Guard still protects Massachusetts. National security 
policy led to the federal mission as a reserve component of the U.S. Army. To appreciate the historical 
value of the armories, facilities and cultural resources owned and operated by the MAARNG, one must 
understand the historical context of the MAARNG. The following is a brief history of the MAARNG 
prepared by COL (Ret) Leonid Kondratiuk, MAARNG Historian. 

Colonial Beginnings  

The first militia companies were organized in the Plymouth Colony in 1621 and in the Massachusetts Bay 
Colony in 1629 in Salem. As new towns were settled in both colonies, one of the first matters of business 
was to form a militia unit for local defense. The colonists organized the militia using the English model 
that required all men between the ages of 16 and 60 to enroll in the militia, to acquire weapons and 
equipment, and to muster for training when required. Initially, colonial authorities appointed officers; 
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however, within a few years, militiamen elected their officers. During the early years of settlement, 
musters were held weekly and then monthly as threats from Native Americans and hostile Europeans 
lessened. Militiamen carried their weapons to church on Sunday, served on guard duty at night and kept a 
careful watch on out-lying farms. 

As the number of companies increased, colonial authorities realized that a larger military organization 
was needed to command and control the militia. On 13 Dec. 1636, the General Court ordered the 
organization of the North, South and East Regiments. The formerly independent companies were assigned 
to on the geographically organized regiments. These three regiments still serve today as the 181st and 
182d Infantry Regiments (both descended from the North Regiment), the 101st Field Artillery Regiment 
(South Regiment), and the 101st Engineer Battalion (East Regiment). These are the oldest units in the US 
Army. 

The first military action by the Massachusetts Militia took place in 1637, when a provisional battalion 
organized from the three regiments, took the field against the Pequot Indians. Another campaign against 
the Niantic and Narragansett Indians took place in 1645. King Philip’s War (1675-1676) was the largest 
campaign ever conducted by the militia. Several thousand militiamen took part in dozens of battles and 
skirmishes that pitted English colonists against Native Americans in a desperate war for survival. 

From 1680-1763, French Canada was the chief threat to Massachusetts. Militiamen served in four wars 
against the French and their Indian allies. Provisional regiments, organized from the militia, participated 
in campaigns in Maine, New York, Quebec and Nova Scotia. The crowning achievement of the militia 
was the capture of the French fortress of Louisbourg in Nova Scotia in 1745. Massachusetts’ militiamen 
took part in the French and Indian War (1755-1763) that ended French dominance of North America. 
With little threat of attack, the militia sunk into peacetime doldrums. 

Revolutionary War  

From 1765 to 1775, Massachusetts’ colonial relations with Great Britain worsened due to the imposition 
of taxes and import duties. A shadow American government, created in 1774, authorized a Committee of 
Public Safety responsible for military affairs. In October 1774, at a meeting in Worcester, the Committee 
purged all royalist militia officers, ordered renewed militia training and created a quick reaction force 
designated as the Minutemen. 

During the winter of 1774-1775, veterans of the French and Indian War trained their units with greater 
vigor than ever before. Minute companies and regiments were organized all over Massachusetts. The 
Minute companies were commanded by veterans who recruited younger men, usually in their 20s, 
practiced marksmanship and tactical training several times a week. The Minute companies had an alarm 
system that notified minutemen, within a relatively short period of time, to muster. By the spring of 1775, 
the training of the Minute companies made them roughly equal to the British regiments in garrison in 
Boston. By April 1775, there were some 50-minute and militia regiments ready to respond to any threat. 

LTG Thomas Gage, the British military governor and commander in Boston, decided to send a 600- man 
force to seize militia gunpowder and cannon stored in Concord. At 0600, 19 April 1775, the Lexington 
Company stood on the town muster field as the British forces marched through the town. Shots were 
exchanged and 15 militiamen were casualties. The war had begun. As word raced through Massachusetts 
that the British were on the march, both Minute Men and militia companies mustered and immediately 
began marching to Concord. 

At the North Bridge in Concord, militia units engaged the British and forced them to fall back. The 
British realized that they were outnumbered and retreated back to Boston under fire most of the way. 
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Some 14,000 militiamen responded that day and later surrounded the British garrison. As the 1st and 2d 
Middlesex Regiments, the Lexington-Concord battle streamer is affixed to the colors of the 181st and 
182d Infantry regiments. The 101st Engineer Battalion colors also carry the Lexington streamer for action 
by the Essex regiments at Arlington. 

In the spring of 1775, new regiments of the Massachusetts Army were created from the militia. These 
regiments, a total of 37, were later inducted into the Continental Army and became the basis of the US 
Army. Massachusetts’ regiments inflicted heavy casualties on the British at Bunker Hill on 14 June 1775. 
As the war spread to New York, both militia and Continental regiments joined the conflict, fighting at 
Long Island in 1776 and at Saratoga in 1777. Massachusetts Militia regiments took the field to reinforce 
the Continental Army as well as providing units for local defense and expeditions against the British in 
Rhode Island. 

The Young Republic  

In 1785, two years after the Revolutionary War ended, the militia was reorganized and expanded into ten 
divisions. In 1786, the militia was faced by a serious rebellion led by CPT Daniel Shays. Western 
Massachusetts’ farmers revolted against state authority. Loyal militiamen from the Eastern counties 
suppressed the rebellion and arrested the rebels. This rebellion directly led to the Constitutional 
Convention that drafted the US Constitution and gave federal authority to call up the militia for national 
defense. Under the federal and state militia acts, all men between 18 and 45 were required to serve in the 
militia.  

For the next 30 years, the training status of the militia waxed and waned as threats of war with France in 
1798 and Great Britain in 1807 arose. In 1812 war did break out with Britain but Massachusetts had no 
role until September 1814 when 20,000 militiamen mobilized to defend the Massachusetts and Maine 
coast in anticipation of British landings.  

The Rise of the Volunteer Militia  

After the War of 1812, the enrolled militia fell into decline. The legislature realized that the militia had to 
be reorganized, albeit on a much smaller scale, and composed of volunteers. In 1840 the enrolled militia 
was disbanded and replaced by the Massachusetts Volunteer Militia (MVM). Volunteer units were made 
up of younger men who voluntarily enlisted in uniformed militia companies. The volunteers drilled on a 
regular basis and were better trained and equipped than the old enrolled militia. The MVM fielded 6,000 
men organized into ten regiments. 

The MVM enforced federal and state law, suppressed riots, took part in parades and ceremonies and 
attended drills and two-day camps. Part soldier, part policeman, the volunteers were noted for their ornate 
uniforms, discipline and drill. Cities and towns were required by state law to find suitable quarters for 
volunteer companies as only a few units had the luxury of their own armories. Most units were assigned 
quarters in town halls and commercial buildings. By 1860, the MVM was, perhaps, the best trained and 
equipped state militia. In January 1861, all militiamen were ordered to prepare for possible national 
service. 

The Civil War  

On 15 April 1861, President Lincoln called on the states to provide 75,000 militiamen for federal service 
to suppress the insurrection of the Southern states. Gov. John Andrew received telegrams from the War 
Dept. that day and within hours had alerted the commanders of the 3d, 4th, 6th and 8th Regiments of the 
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MVM to immediately muster their regiments. By late in the day of 17 April, the 3d, 4th and 6th Regiments 
had left Massachusetts for Washington, DC. 

Eighty-six years to the day that it first entered action at Lexington and Concord, on 19 April 1861, the 6th 
Infantry was attacked by a Pro-Southern mob in Baltimore during its movement to Washington. The 6th 
returned fire but incurred 40 casualties. The 6th was the first Union regiment to shed blood in the Civil 
War. MVM regiments were the first Northern militia units to mobilize, deploy and to reach Washington 
in order to protect the capital from Confederate attack. Days later the 5th mobilized and deployed to 
Washington and then took part in the Battle of Bull Run. 

Under federal law, the militia was limited to 90 days of active duty. MVM regiments returned to 
Massachusetts, mustered out of service, and promptly began recruiting for three-year volunteer regiments. 
In addition, the MVM provided 27 separate companies and 20 regiments for short- term service. 
Massachusetts considered that all of its 69 regiments were components of the militia. 

During the Civil War, the MVM played three key roles: it provided the first regiments for the defense of 
Washington; it provided the leadership and cadre for dozens of three-year volunteer organizations; 
returned to active duty to reinforce the Union Army during critical campaigns. Under one of the 
provisions of the Militia Act of 1862, the first African American militia unit was organized in Boston in 
1863 as well as the first authorized African American volunteer regiment. The 54th and 55th Infantry 
Regiments and the 5th Cavalry Regiment were composed of African American soldiers. 

Reorganization  

After the Civil War there was a period of rebuilding and reorganizing after four years of hard service. 
Some companies and regiments were not reorganized. However, within several years the MVM consisted 
of four separate battalions and seven regiments assigned to two brigades. Brigades attended five days of 
annual training at Camp Framingham, the state training camp. Strength of the MVM was about 5,500. 
There was a greater emphasis on tactical training and marksmanship. Officers, many who had served in 
the Civil War, took a great interest in military affairs and trained their units as close as possible to Army 
standards. 

While there was a steady movement toward better training, state officials realized that MVM units needed 
permanent quarters to drill and store their weapons and equipment. Other states began building massive 
Gothic-Revival armories to house their National Guard units. Under the Armory Act of 1888, the state 
began building large armories in Boston, Worcester, and Springfield. The Armory Commission, the state 
agency charged with armory construction, built nine large armories within ten years. 

In April 1898, President McKinley called on Massachusetts to furnish six regiments for service in the war 
with Spain. Virtually the entire MVM, some 6,000 men reported for duty. The 1st Heavy Artillery 
occupied coast artillery installations in Boston Harbor; the 2d and 9th Infantry Regiments took part in the 
Santiago Campaign in Cuba; the 6th Infantry took part in the Puerto Rico Campaign. The 8th Infantry 
served on occupation duty in Cuba while the 5th Infantry remained in the US. Although the war was very 
brief, MVM units served and fought well. 

The MVM reorganized in 1899 after its active duty service. Led by combat veterans, MVM units 
concentrated on tactical training; the Army issued new weapons and the traditional blue uniforms gave 
way to olive drab. As part of the many Army reforms, Congress passed the Militia Act of 1903 that began 
bringing the National Guard, as the organized militia was now called, increasingly under Army 
supervision. In 1907, the MVM was redesignated as the Massachusetts National Guard. 
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While the Guard’s primary mission was to serve as the reserve of the Army, it was still required to 
perform state duties. National Guard units provided assistance after disasters such as the great Chelsea 
fire in 1908 and maintained the peace in Lawrence in 1912 during a strike of 30,000 textile workers. 
Nonetheless, the Guard’s attention was now centered on its federal mission. Units began taking part in 
joint maneuvers with Regular Army units. Annual field training was more realistic as better weapons and 
equipment were issued. Army advisors assigned to units on a full-time basis assisted Commanders. The 
Armory Commission also built 40 new armories during this period. It was a time of growing 
professionalism of the National Guard. 

The new equipment became necessary when President Wilson called the National Guard into service in 
June 1916. Some 8,000 Massachusetts Guardsmen, assigned to the 1st Cavalry, 1st Field Artillery, 2d, 5th, 
8th and 9th Infantry Regiments, headed to Texas and New Mexico to seal the border from incursions by 
Mexican insurgents. The five months of rigorous field service toughened up the Guardsmen and improved 
their tactical skills as well. 

World Wars I and II  

Massachusetts Guardsmen did not have a long time to enjoy their return to civilian life. In March 1917, 
the 2d, 6th and 9th Infantry Regiments were ordered into federal service to protect vital installations prior 
to the declaration of war with Germany. During the next several months, units recruited to full war 
strength so that by 25 July 1917, when the rest of the National Guard was ordered into active federal 
service, some 18,000 soldiers entered active duty. 

In August 1917, the 26th Division was organized from National Guard units of the New England states. 
Massachusetts contributed the 101st and 104th Infantry Regiments, the 101st and 102d Field Artillery 
Regiments, the 101st Engineers and a number of division support units. The 26th, dubbed as the ―Yankee 
Division,‖ was the second US Army division to deploy to France, and the second to enter combat. The 
26th was rated as one of the top divisions of the AEF and fought in six campaigns. Boston’s African 
American Company L, 372d Infantry, fought with the French Army and, along with the 104th Infantry, 
was awarded the Croix de Guerre for collective unit gallantry.  

The Massachusetts National Guard began to reorganize soon after the demobilization of the 26th Division 
in April 1919. When the 26th Division was fully reorganized in 1923, it was composed completely of 
Massachusetts National Guard units. Added to the 26th were the 181st and 182d Infantry Regiments and 
the 101st Observation Squadron, which in 1947 transferred to the Air National Guard. The African 
American unit expanded as the 3d Battalion, 372d Infantry. Also added to the Guard were the 110th 
Cavalry and the 211th and 241st Coast Artillery Regiments. 

The Guard returned to its weekly drills and two weeks of annual training that, until 1935, was conducted 
at Fort Devens. Starting in 1936, units began to train at the Guard’s Camp Edwards on Cape Cod. As part 
of the Army’s expansion, the 26th Division was ordered into active service in January 1941. The YD was 
stationed at Camp Edwards through 1942. After America’s entry into World War II, the YD spun off a 
number of units that were used to activate the Americal Division.  

The 26th remained in the US for two years as it continued to train for the war in Europe. The Americal 
Division, the first US Army division to enter offensive combat in the war, landed on Guadalcanal in the 
Pacific Theater in November 1942. The 211th and 241st Coast Artillery Regiments remained in the US at 
coast artillery and antiaircraft artillery sites defending vital harbors. The 3d Battalion, 372d Infantry 
played an important role in the war by training thousands of African Americans for service overseas. 
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The 26th landed in France in September 1944 and entered combat the following month. As part of General 
George S. Patton’s Third Army, the YD participated in four campaigns and fought in France, 
Luxembourg, Germany, Austria and Czechoslovakia. The 26th was one of the spearhead divisions of the 
Third Army’s attack into the German flank during the Battle of the Bulge. The 26th returned to the US in 
December 1945. 

The Cold War Years  

The MAARNG reorganized once more in 1946 after five years of active duty. The 26th Infantry Division 
was the largest unit, however, there were two major nondivisional units: the 182d Infantry Regimental 
Combat Team and the 104th Antiaircraft Artillery Brigade. 

The Guard was still in the process of rebuilding when the Korean War broke out in June 1950. The 26th 
was considered for active duty; instead eight nondivisional units were ordered into active duty as part of 
the Army’s expansion. The Korean War became a benchmark for active duty; never again would the 
entire Guard mobilize for general war, instead selected units mobilized and deployed as Army war 
planners needed specific units. 

The next mobilization occurred in 1961 when four units mobilized for service during the Berlin Crisis. As 
the Vietnam War heated up in intensity, one brigade of the 26th was assigned to the Selective Reserve 
Force for possible mobilization. In 1968, the Army mobilized the 1st Battalion, 211th Artillery for service 
in Vietnam. Although the unit did not deploy, many of the Guardsmen served in Vietnam as 
replacements. 

After the war, the Guard went through a number of reorganizations that modernized units but reduced 
force structure. In 1972, women were allowed to serve in the National Guard. As the Department of 
Defense implemented the Total Force Policy, which made the Army rely on the Guard for all 
contingencies, MAARNG units began deploying to Europe for annual training. 

The Late Twentieth Century  

Total Force was validated in 1990, when the Guard was tasked to provide units for the Gulf War. Five 
MAARNG mobilized and deployed to the Gulf. The 181st Engineer Company, the 1058th Transportation 
Company, and the 772d and 972d Military Police companies were awarded the Meritorious Unit Citation 
for their outstanding service in Operation Desert Storm. 

With the end of the Cold War and Operation Desert Storm, the MAARNG underwent a series of 
reorganizations that greatly reduced its size. In 1993, the 26th Infantry Division was inactivated, followed 
by six battalions and a number of smaller units. In 1995, the MAARNG began supporting peacekeeping 
operations in Bosnia; a number of units served in Bosnia, including the 65th PAD, 126th MHD, Battery E; 
101st FA, and companies from the 104th and 181st Infantry Regiments. Guard personnel have also 
conducted training missions to Central America, Korea, Turkey, and Germany. 

The events of 11 September 2001 propelled the MAARNG into a new era. Homeland defense, which had 
been the militia’s primary mission for its first 200 years of service, now became a primary mission again, 
whether in state or federal service. In October 2001, the 211th MP Battalion and its three companies were 
ordered into active state service to provide security at the state’s five major airports. Other units secured 
Camp Edwards, the Quabbin Reservoir, and the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant. The 1st Battalion, 104th 
Infantry, and companies from the 181st and 182d Infantry Regiments were ordered into active federal 
service to guard military installations such as Hanscom AFB, Westover AFB, Natick Soldier Support 
Center, and Fort Monmouth. 
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With the U.S. attack on the Taliban and Al Quaeda in Afghanistan in the fall of 2001, a number of 
MAARNG units were ordered into active service; Company C, 1st Battalion, 20th Special Forces Group, 
HHD, 211th MP Battalion, and the 747th, 772nd and 972nd MP Companies. Early in 2003, as preparations 
for war in Iraq began, seven additional units entered service: 110th Maintenance Company, 125th 
Quartermaster Company, 180th Engineer Detachment, 220th Quartermaster Detachment, 379th Engineer 
Company, and the 1058th and 1166th Transportation Companies. Many of these units served in Kuwait 
and Iraq. In August 2003, the 1st Battalion, 181st Infantry entered active service and deployed to 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, for base security operations. 

Over the past few years, Massachusetts’ guardsmen have been involved in missions conducted around the 
world. Since 9/11, over 3000 MAARNG personnel have been federalized and deployed for service in 
Kuwait, Afghanistan, and Iraq, or have participated in homeland defense missions. Today the MAARNG 
has a strength of almost 9,000 personnel trained in virtually every aspect of Army operations and carrying 
on the traditions of the Yankee Division (Anonymous n.d.[a]:3–4). 

MAARNG ARCHITECTURAL TYPES AND EXAMPLES 

Armories  

The armories owned or leased by MAARNG in fiscal year (FY) 2008 incorporate examples of almost 
every architectural style employed in the evolution of these buildings. These include three early 
―castellated‖ armories of the late nineteenth century and the first decade of the twentieth century. After 
1910 most armories retained a fortress-like appearance, but with less fully integrated Medieval defense 
features. From World War I to the 1930s Modernist styles including Art Deco and Art Moderne prevailed. 
By far the largest group of armories date from the Cold War era, which accounts for 28 armories built in a 
vernacular Modern institutional style. Two armories date from the late twentieth century and reflect 
vernacular corporate architecture of that period. The design of all of these properties is a reflection of 
changing military roles, social climates, and architectural styles. Additionally, a number of facilities make 
adaptive reuse of a variety of military structures dating from World War I, World War II, and the Cold 
War, including training camps, Quartermasters depots, Nike missile bases, and jet fighter hangars. 

Evolution of the Armory Plan: Head House and Drill Shed  

While the exterior details of armories are quite varied, all of the structures built during before 1910 
exhibit a remarkably uniform plan and layout that can be divided into two parts: head house and drill 
shed. Because of the size and structural requirements of a large, unobstructed space, the drill shed became 
the "determining factor of the whole structure," and dictated the arrangement of the rest of the building. 
To meet the design requirements of an area large enough to drill a company of men, architects turned to 
the railroad train shed for a solution. Train sheds first appeared in America in 1835 in Lowell, 
Massachusetts, and were very simple structures where the depot roof was extended to cover a single track. 
As stations evolved between 1835 and 1860, the head house plan, where a single building spanned the 
end of all arriving and departing tracks, became the favored arrangement for terminal layout. 

The problem of covering increasing numbers of tracks, without interrupting the constant movement of 
trains, necessitated the design of sheds with unobstructed spans. European engineers pioneered the use of 
iron truss systems with glass infill panels for these large sheds. In America, Grand Central Station (1871) 
was the first railroad structure to use this type of construction, and throughout the nineteenth century 
railroad companies competed to construct the widest and longest sheds. As the train shed evolved so, too, 
did the head house, becoming an elaborate, multistoried structure containing railroad offices, a large 
waiting area, and, occasionally, hotel rooms. 
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Armory head houses evolved similarly, providing an administrative headquarters, company rooms, mess 
halls, bath and locker rooms, libraries, trophy rooms, ballroom and reception areas. Head house facilities 
were clearly reserved for militia officers, while the drill shed basement contained activity rooms for the 
ranks and storage space for equipment.  

The head house/drill shed configuration continued to be an important element in armory construction. 
Since its inception the militia had depended upon the execution of regular drills and formations to 
discipline and coordinate its volunteer ranks. The emphasis on proper drill to instill obedience, 
camaraderie, and steadiness under fire was a tradition that continued into the twentieth century, and it was 
not until 1911 that the Adjutant General's reports indicate that more modern training methods were 
necessary. After this point, the drill shed in armory design became functionally adapted to gymnasium 
use, and its characteristic long, narrow shape, excellent for company functions, was altered to the nearly 
square form common to most gymnasia. At the same time, the head house became less elaborate, losing 
much of its castle imagery and fortified appearance. The eclectic architectural atmosphere of the 1880s 
and the engineering advances pioneered in railroad station construction were important models that 
influenced the design and layout of armory structures (Fogelson 1989; Hollister 1985:15–17; NGB 2000; 
Todd 1996). 

Nineteenth-Century Castellated Armories  

One of the most striking and consistent features of armory architecture, as it evolved in the 1880s and 
1890s, was the use of medieval details for design motifs. Of the more than 25 armories built in 
Massachusetts from 1889 to 1910 only two are non-medieval in appearance. Not just a Massachusetts 
phenomenon, this consistency in design is strongly evident in New York, Connecticut, and other states. 
Part of the use and acceptance of the "castle" motif for armory construction is a reflection of the 
architectural atmosphere that prevailed in the latter half of the nineteenth century. During this period 
American architects were experimenting with numerous design motifs from Japanese, English, and 
American sources, combining materials and designs in atypical and unexpected or "eclectic" ways. 
Architecture dating from Medieval Europe to the American Colonial period inspired eclectic architects in 
the 1880s to build Gothic churches, Italian palazzos, and Neo-Georgian homes. These grand structures, 
richly textured and colored, were a welcome relief from the dilapidated tenements and grim factories that 
characterized the American city before the turn of the century. To the eclectic architect, castles and 
fortresses were appealing historic metaphors for armories whose role was the defense of property, law, 
and order (Hollister 1985:11–12). 

Within the confines of the castle image, architects of the Massachusetts armories found numerous ways of 
adapting the metaphor to a variety of popular styles. After the Massachusetts Armory Commissioners 
awarded the first contract to the Boston firm of Waite and Cutter, the architects turned to New York City 
for inspiration and guidance in the planning of such a novel structure. A site visit to the city acquainted 
the architects with the 7th Regimental Armory (1878), a polychromatic Victorian Gothic building by 
Charles Clinton; the newly finished 12th Regimental Armory (1886); and the incomplete 8th Regimental 
Armory (1890). It is apparent from their plans for the Boston South Armory that Waite and Cutter were 
most affected by the 8th Armory design, which featured enormous, twin battlemented towers pierced with 
narrow round-arched windows. Closer to home, the firm was undoubtedly aware of William Preston's 
medieval design for the 1st Corps of Cadets armory published in American Architect and Building News 
in June 1887. This magnificent structure is the archetypical Gothic castle-armory, constructed of 
rough-hewn granite and featuring picturesquely asymmetrical towers with crennelles, merlons, and 
machicoulis. The Armory Commission, which lacked the resources of the 1st Corps, did an admirable job 
of emulating the medieval appearance of the Preston armory within its limited budget. The eight buildings 
that followed the Boston South Armory (not all included in the ICRMP) share a similarity of scale and 
detail that is distinctly different from later castle armories. The armories from this period can fairly neatly 
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be divided into two styles; round-towered Romanesque Revival structures that are almost literal 
recreations of the 8th Regimental Armory in New York, and square plan armories that are asymmetrically 
massed (Hollister 1985:12–13). 

Examples of armories from this period in the MAARNG inventory include buildings at Lynn (1893) and 
Worcester – Salisbury Street (1889) (Figure C-3). These armories are predominantly symmetrical, with 
some incorporating minor asymmetrical features and some medieval features such as rough stonework, 
massive towers, recessed doors, and slit windows. None are as powerfully asymmetrical as the 1st Corps 
of Cadets Armory in Boston. The Lynn and Worcester armories are of brick construction.  

 
FIGURE C-3. WORCESTER ARMORY (SALISBURY STREET). 

 
1900 to Pre-World War I-Era Armories  

The 1898 Spanish American War changed national military posture. As labor unrest diminished, foreign 
policy took precedence over domestic policy. The United States had become a world power, and the 
function of defensive forces began to change. Leaders began to realize the importance of a strong Regular 
Army, backed up by a strong citizen reserve. The Dick Act of 1903 and the Militia Act of 1908 brought 
the National Guard into more formal connection with the growing federal military system, and the 
National Defense Act of 1916 strengthened the connection. The war with Mexico underscored the 
National Guard's federal mission as a reserve for the army and renewed the emphasis on the need for 
adequate training for citizen-soldiers as the nation's primary reserve force. Armory functions reflected 
these changes in philosophy. As new armories were constructed, they would no longer be conceived as 
defensive bastions aloof from community purposes. They were to become both training facilities for local 
citizen-soldiers and centers for community events and gatherings serving the citizens who served in the 
guard (Everett n.d.:23).  

The later armories, those built between 1900 and about 1910, are generally smaller and more diverse in 
style. They are horizontal rather than vertical, and their castle details are more likely to be used 
ornamentally rather than as integrated elements of the structure (Hollister 1985:14–15).  
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Despite the changing labor climate, the defensive attitude toward labor unrest continued well into the 
twentieth century. In 1908, Lt. Col. Hollis Wells, a specialist in armory construction, advocated the 
continued necessity of heavily fortified armories and felt that the medieval castle was still an appropriate 
image for such structures (Hollister 1995:19–20). The heavy, "castellated‖ style, although still used, was 
falling out of favor, and changing in appearance. While the concept of a two part floor plan was retained, 
the armory's exterior appearance was allowed to vary according to community sentiment, the architect's 
preferences and training, the popular styles of the period, and the setting in which it was to be built. Many 
pretended toward the old style, but crenellated parapets and towers were quite obviously decorative, 
rather than functional, and medieval lines were softened (Everett n.d.:23–25). 

Armories from this period that remain in the MAARNG inventory include Greenfield, Hingham (Figure 
C-4), Hudson, Newton, and Plymouth (1910). These armories are extremely similar in appearance, with 
horizontally coursed or rusticated masonry, crenellated octagonal towers flanking the main entrance and 
in some cases rising above the roofline. The Plymouth Armory has a flatter roofline and a central 
projecting entrance surround.  

 
FIGURE C-4. HINGHAM ARMORY. 

 
Modernist Armories  

After World War I, armories began to be viewed as community centers. New armories built by federal 
agencies kept this aspect in mind. Often, small communities across America had no public hall or 
recreation center. In the 1930s and 1940s armories in smaller towns became the community center. In 
many new armories, whether large or small, the drill hall incorporated a raised stage and dressing rooms 
in one end of the room in order to accommodate civic events such as plays, concerts, and dances. In other 
armories, drill halls were outfitted with hardwood floors and with bleachers against one or more walls, 
providing an arena for high school basketball games (Everett n.d.:40). 

Public and professional rejection of the castellated style grew as the nation approached the First World 
War. In the post-World War I era new architectural styles, generally called "Modernistic," began to 
appear in the urban landscape. For the most part, gone were sentimental, romantic appeals to classical 
themes and medieval images, at least in public buildings. In armory architecture, the head house became 
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less prominent, which gave the building a more modern, less military appearance. A basic, no-nonsense 
approach to governmental architectural style seemed especially appropriate after the Crash of 1929 
plunged the world into a severe economic depression. Clean lines and geometric decoration were popular 
among European and American architects well into the 1940s. Art Deco was a popular style used by 
architects all across America from the early 1920s through 1940. Its outstanding visual characteristic is a 
strong vertical emphasis. This is made possible on a horizontal building like an armory by arranging 
setbacks in the walls, by placing a stepped parapet over an entrance, and by using tall, metal-casement 
windows. Art Deco buildings offer a wide variety of ornamental detail, often in cast concrete and usually 
very geometric or highly stylized in form; chevrons, squares, crosses, and so forth appear as decorations 
and often help to move the eye upward, emphasizing height over width. Across the nation, hundreds of 
inexpensive small armories have a similar look.  

In the mid-to-late 1930s Art Moderne superseded Art Deco as an architectural trend. Art Moderne is 
characterized by a more horizontal emphasis, somewhat relieved by vertical elements such as piers and 
buttresses and window openings. Wall surfaces are smooth, corners are sometimes rounded, and grooves 
or lines in the wall or coping at the roofline serve to emphasize the horizontal shape. Like their 
predecessors in the "castellated" period, "modernistic" armories, as a class, tend to look remarkably alike, 
being distinguished by material and detail, rather than by shape and massing (Everett n.d.:30–31). 

Armories in the MAARNG inventory from this period include Clinton (1914) (Figure C-5), Concord and 
Methuen (1915), Quincy (1924), and Westfield (1935). All share similar details including fluted pilasters, 
horizontal banding, vertical piers, subtle geometric masonry decoration, and projecting entrance 
surrounds with strong vertical relief. The Methuen Armory stands apart from these as the only Colonial 
Revival-style armory in the MAARNG inventory (Figure C-6).  

 
FIGURE C-5. CLINTON ARMORY. 

 
The Works Progress Administration Era and the New Deal Armory 

Program, 1933-1942  

The reality of the Great Depression brought out yet another shift in the style of armory construction. 
Guardsmen fought to secure a portion of the $4.8 billion appropriated by Congress for civil works 
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projects. Hundreds of utilitarian armories were built in regions that were mostly too poor or too new in 
the union to have constructed relatively expensive castellated armories without federal funding. Other 
regions of the country also received money for WPA armory construction. The WPA focused on building 
smaller, simpler buildings constructed of locally procured materials and built by unemployed, often 
unskilled, local men (Super et al. 2000:5). 

 
FIGURE C-6. METHUEN ARMORY. 

 

President Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal for America inaugurated the second great wave of armory-
building and changed the face of armories for decades to come. By 1942 the WPA and the Public Works 
Administration (PWA) had added more than 400 new armories to the nation's defensive structure. In 
keeping with the New Deal for America, they were designed with community activities in mind. Smallest 
were the WPA armories, intended to be built by unskilled labor and local architects, who were quite often 
guard officers. In 1935 the WPA took primary responsibility for construction of small, one-unit armories. 
By mid-1937, 126 armories had been constructed throughout the U.S. by the WPA. A few were built in 
eastern and midwestern states, but most were built in the South and in states west of the Mississippi 
River. Traditional styles, mainly classical revivals, remained popular in the Northeast and South. 
Regional "vernacular" styles such as Spanish Revival or Mission were popular in the west and in Florida. 
Modernistic armories appeared nearly everywhere, but seldom in the South, where traditional styles 
prevailed (Everett n.d.:33–37). No armories from this period are included in the MAARNG inventory. 
The Westfield Armory, completed in 1935, was built on land acquired in 1933 and dates from the 
previous period of armory construction. 

Cold War Era, Mid- to Late-Twentieth-Century Armories  

After World War II, federal and state governments began to share the cost of new armory construction at 
a ratio of 75 to 25 percent, respectively. This funding procedure remains in place today and has resulted in 
the construction of thousands of largely utilitarian armories. Armories built during the Cold War (1946–
1989) may not possess Cold War historical significance, such as association with nuclear weapons, 
research and development laboratories, testing and proving grounds, etc. Armories from this era 
frequently lack the architectural grandeur of their nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century 
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predecessors (Super et al. 2000:5). Very similar in design, and totally committed to providing the most 
functional space for the money, the Cold War armories are strongly symmetrical, flat or gable-roof, 
rectangular buildings, usually with a raised band of windows on the sides of the drill hall to provide light 
to the interior. Single-story administrative wings typically flank the drill hall. Brick veneer varies from 
tan to red or brown. Ornamentation is severely limited to metal frame window arrangements, and some 
use of enameled brick (Meyer 2001:177). 

Armories in the MAARNG inventory from this period include Middleboro (1952); Hanscom AFB and 
Melrose (1955); Braintree, Dorchester (Armory), Gardner, and Newburyport (1956); Bourne, Chicopee, 
Fall River, and Ware (1957); Falmouth (1958); Cambridge and Framingham (Armory) (1959); Agawam, 
Bridgewater, and Leominster (1960); Brockton and Pittsfield (Armory); Worcester (Lincoln Street 
Armory) (1963); Ayer (Armory) (Figure C-7) and Lexington (1964); Danvers (1968); Northampton and 
Northbridge (Armory) (1969); Camp Curtis Guild (Armory) (1973); Wellesley (1965) and Worcester 
(Skyline Drive Armory) (1970). 

 
FIGURE C-7. AYER (DEVENS) ARMORY. 

 
Late Twentieth-Century Armories  

Late twentieth-century armories were often built in a vernacular corporate style. The two such armories 
still owned by the MAARNG are located at Springfield (1985) and Taunton (1989) (Figure C-8).  
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FIGURE C-8. TAUNTON ARMORY. 

 
Aviation Facilities 

The Camp Edwards AASF #1 consists of several vernacular modern buildings and a steel frame hangar 
constructed in the 1960s (Figure C-9). AASF #2, recently constructed at Westfield, consists of one 
AASF building, a storage shed, and a readiness center. 

 
FIGURE C-9. AASF #1, CAMP EDWARDS, BUILDING 2816. 

 
Training Facilities  

The majority of the buildings at the moderate-scale training facility on Camp Curtis Guild date from a 
1917, World War I-era U.S. Navy training camp, and includes rows of barracks, administrative and 
storage buildings (Figure C-10). Some mid-1950s to early 1960s utility buildings and structures are also 
extant. The military training landscape, including a rifle range firing line, target houses, backstop and side 
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berms, mechanized target stands, etc., includes 1917 and later elements. Early rifle ranges are abandoned 
and overgrown in woods north of the camp complex.  

 
FIGURE C-10. EXAMPLE OF WORLD WAR I BARRACKS, CAMP CURTIS GUILD. 

 
The buildings at the large-scale Camp Edwards training area are Works Progress Administration (1936), 
World War II temporary and permanent buildings (Figure C-11), and vernacular modern buildings from 
the 1950s through the 1990s. The military training landscape, including small arms ranges, a large central 
impact area, obstacle courses, target houses, backstop and side berms, mechanized target stands, etc., 
includes 1935 and later elements.  

 
FIGURE C-11. WORLD WAR II CHAPEL, BARRACKS, AND ADMINISTRATION BUILDINGS, CAMP 

EDWARDS. 
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The Rehoboth small-scale training facility (1955) (Figure C-12) is a former Nike missile control site. It 
includes original administrative and support buildings and a variety of original buildings and structures 
associated with site security; storage, and physical plant infrastructure. The buildings were constructed to 
a utilitarian, but distinctive Cold War wartime emergency standard appearance. 

 
FIGURE C-12. AERIAL VIEW OF FORMER NIKE MISSILE CONTROL FACILITY AT REHOBOTH 

 
Administration and Support/Logistics Buildings  

The late twentieth-century vernacular corporate style characterizes the Milford (1981) MAARNG 
headquarters building, which was formerly a Data General office building. FMS, Motor Vehicle Storage 
(MVS), UTES, and other vehicle maintenance and support structures of World War II, Cold War and late-
twentieth-century vintage are strictly utilitarian buildings with no pretension to architectural styles. FMS 
#9 in Northbridge (Whitinsville) (1959) (Figure C-13) is typical of this class of building. 

 
FIGURE C-13. FMS #9, NORTHBRIDGE (WHITINSVILLE). 
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The Natick Speen Street facility (1933) includes a variety of vernacular early- and mid-twentieth-century 
industrial building forms, including a timber-framed, sawtooth-monitor roof warehouse, and an 
expandable reinforced concrete mushroom column and slab floor warehouse (Building #2)(Figure C-14). 
The Ayer (Devens) CSMS and USPFO facilities contain utilitarian, wood-frame World War II-era 
buildings including former barracks, and administrative and warehouse buildings (1941). 

 
FIGURE C-14. BUILDING2, NATICK (SPEEN STREET) FACILITY. 
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APPENDIX D 

VIRTUAL INSTALLATION OVERVIEW 
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Virtual Installation Overview 
This appendix provides a brief description of the MAARNG virtual installation, an overview of all known 
cultural resources within the MAARNG virtual installation, and the status of those resources at each site 
and training installation. This chapter also identifies areas where cultural resources could exist, however, 
sufficient research has not been completed to identify these potential and unknown resources. 

As stated in chapter 1, the MAARNG has a dual mission. The federal mission is to maintain properly 
trained and equipped units available for prompt mobilization for war, national emergency, or as otherwise 
needed. The state mission is to provide trained and disciplined forces for domestic emergencies or as 
otherwise required by state laws. The Army also has an environmental mission to sustain the environment 
to enable the Army mission and secure the future. 

The state mission provides for the protection of life and property and to preserve peace, order, and public 
safety under the competent orders of the governor of the state. The MAARNG consists of about 9,000 
personnel. They are organized in units throughout the state. In addition to the Headquarters State Area 
Command (HQ STARC) Massachusetts, there are six major commands. These include the 42nd Division 
Artillery (DIVARTY), the 51st Troop Command, the 79th Troop Command, the 26th Infantry Brigade, 
HQ at Camp Edwards, and the 101st Regiment - Regional Training Institute (RTI). 

 HQ STARC - Massachusetts consists of the HQs elements and several attached units. These attached 
units are Detachment (Det.) 2, Selective Service; Det. 4, Recruiting and Retention; Det. 6, Medical; 
the 26th Personnel Services Det. (PSD); the 126th Military History Det.; the 65th Press Camp 
Headquarters; Det. 12, Operational Support Airlift; the Reconnaissance Air Interdiction Detachment; 
the 1st Military Support Det.; and the 215th Army Band. 

 The 42nd DIVARTY consists of Battery E, 101st Target Acquisition, the 1-101st Field Artillery (FA) 
Battalion (BN); the 1-102nd FA; and Detachment 3, Headquarters and Headquarters Company of the 
42nd Division Support Command (DISCOM). 

 The 51st Troop Command consists of the 1058th Transportation Company; the 1-182nd IN BN; the 
101st Engineer BN; the 211th Military Police (MP) BN; the 181st Engineer (EN) BN, the 379th EN 
Company; the 42nd MP Company; the 272nd Chemical (CM) Company; and Det. 1, 169th MP 
Company. 

 The 79th Troop Command consists of the 726th Finance Support Company; the 3-126th Aviation 
BN; the 726th Maintenance BN; the 101st Quartermaster BN; and Company A, 118th Area Support 
Medical Battalion. 

 The 26th Infantry Brigade units include the 1st BN 104th IN, the 1st BN 181st IN, the 1st BN 20th 
Special Forces Group (Augmentation), Company E, 223rd Military Intelligence (linguist), 1166th 
Truck Company, and elements of the 2nd BN 192nd FA and the 29th Division Support Command 
(DISCOM). 

There are 47 individual sites and one training installation that support this mission by providing training 
sites, maintaining and storing equipment and weapons, and housing MAARNG staff. These sites and the 
training installation are listed in Table D-1. The distribution of MAARNG sites and training installations 
is shown in Figure D-1. 
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TABLE D-1. MAARNG SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS. 

Name Address Acreage Function County USGS 
Quadrangle 

Agawam 140 Maynard 
Street 2.96 RC Hampden West 

Springfield 

Ayer (Devens) 87-219 Barnum 
Rd 64.49 RC, CSMS, 

USPFO Middlesex Ayer 

Bourne 10 Armory Rd 2.45 RC Barnstable Pocasset 
Braintree 275 Union Street 2.45 RC Norfolk Weymouth 
Bridgewater 576 Bedford St 1.85 RC Plymouth Bridgewater 
Brockton 98 Montauk Rd 8.29 RC; FMS  Plymouth Brockton 
Cambridge 450 Concord Ave 2.43 RC Middlesex Boston North 
Camp Curtis 
Guild 25 Haverhill St 680.00 RC; Training; 

FMS Middlesex Reading 

Camp 
Edwards/Otis Air 
National Guard 
Base (ANGB) 

Camp Edwards 14,712.00 Training; UTES, 
FMS, AASF #1 Barnstable Pocasset 

Chicopee 371 Armory Dr 1.55 RC Hampden Springfield 
North 

Clinton 119 Chestnut St 0.10 RC Worcester Hudson 
Concord 25 Everett St 1.85 RC Middlesex Maynard 
Danvers 2 Armory Rd 1.62 RC Essex Salem 
Dorchester 70 Victory Rd 3.55 RC; FMS Suffolk Boston South 
Fall River 1089 Dwelly St 1.00 RC; FMS  Bristol Fall River 
Falmouth 161 Jones Rd 2.30 RC Barnstable Falmouth 
Framingham 522 Concord St 2.00 RC; FMS Middlesex Framingham 

Gardner 323 West 
Broadway 2.18 RC Worcester Fitchburg 

Greenfield 71 Hope St 1.00 RC Franklin Greenfield 
Hanscom AFB 15 Eglin St NA Support/Logistics Middlesex Bedford 
Hingham 96 Central St 1.09 RC Plymouth Weymouth 
Hudson Park St 1.81 RC Middlesex Hudson 
Leominster 21 Oak St 2.27 RC Worcester Ayer 
Lexington 459 Bedford St 4.14 RC Middlesex Boston North 

Lynn 36-38 South 
Common St. 0.40 RC Essex Lynn 

Melrose 120 Main St 3.00 RC Middlesex Boston North 
Methuen 679 Lowell Rd 6.00 RC Essex Lawrence 
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TABLE D-1. MAARNG SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS. 

Name Address Acreage Function County USGS 
Quadrangle 

Middleboro 1 Elm St 3.12 RC Plymouth Bridgewater 
Milford STARC 50 Maple St 107.00 ARNG HQ Worcester Milford 
Natick 143 Speen St 23.34 Support/Logistics Middlesex Framingham 
Newburyport Low St 19.13 RC Essex Newburyport 

Newton 1137 Washington 
St 0.84 RC Middlesex Boston South 

Northampton 
(Florence) 

Colonel Lavallee 
Lane 40.00 RC Hampshire Easthampton 

Northbridge 
(Whitinsville) 30-50 Lake St 2.05 RC; FMS  Worcester Uxbridge 

Pittsfield 161 Vin Hebert 
Blvd 3.70 RC; FMS Berkshire Pittsfield 

West 
Plymouth 76 Court St 0.28 RC Plymouth Plymouth 
Quincy 1000 Hancock St 1.85 RC Norfolk Boston South 
Rehoboth 10 Fire Tower Rd 14.60 Training Bristol Taunton 

Springfield 1505 Roosevelt 
Ave 3.00 RC Hampden Springfield 

Taunton 111 Hon. B.M. 
Owens River Way 6.50 RC Bristol Taunton 

Ware 32 West St 3.48 RC Hampshire North 
Brookfield 

Wellesley 14 Minuteman 
Lane 3.81 RC Middlesex Boston South 

Westfield 137 Franklin St 4.48 RC; FMS  Hampden Blandford 
Westfield 
(Barnes) 179 Falcon Dr 30.00 

(leased) 
AASF #2; 
Logistics Hampden Mount Tam 

Westover AFB 7 miles N of 
Chicopee 0.00 Support/Logistics Hampden Springfield 

North 

Worcester 701 Lincoln St 1.30 RC; FMS  Worcester Worcester 
North 

Worcester 50 Skyline Dr 0.69 RC Worcester Springfield 

Worcester 44 Salisbury St 0.70 Military Museum 
and Archives Worcester Worcester 

North 
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FIGURE D-1. MASSACHUSETTS NATIONAL GUARD INSTALLATIONS. 
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D.1 Overview of MAARNG Cultural Resources 

This section summarizes cultural resource studies conducted at MAARNG facilities prior to June 2007, 
including management plans, architectural surveys, archaeological surveys, and archaeological 
investigations. Table D-2 lists the previous cultural resources studies conducted at MAARNG facilities 
statewide. 

TABLE D-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES CONDUCTED AT MAARNG INSTALLATIONS PRIOR TO JUNE 2007
3
. 

Name Data Source Author Date Study Type Results 

Ayer (Devens) 

Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
No eligible 
resources 

PAL Cherau et al. 2003 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

Brockton 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2004 Historic Building 
Evaluation 

FMS designated not 
eligible 

PAL Lance and 
Cherau 2005 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 
1 site, determined 
not eligible 

Camp Curtis 
Guild 

Office of 
Public 
Archaeology, 
Boston 
University 

Clayton and 
Pendleton  1993 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 1 isolate 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2003 
Historic Building 
Evaluation, Cold War 
Context 

Buildings and 
ranges (1905-1945) 
designated a historic 
district 

PAL Cherau et al. 2003 

Archaeological 
Sensitivity Model and 
Archaeological Survey 
of 10% sample 

13 pre-Contact sites 

PAL Bonner and 
Cherau 2005 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 
13 additional pre-
Contact sites 

VHB, Inc. Walsh 2006 Mitigation 
Documentation 

All buildings within 
historic district 

Camp Edwards  

Anonymous Anonymous n.d. Historic Preservation 
Plan NA 

PAL Davin and 
Gallagher  1987 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 
6 sites and 
6 isolates 

NPS/ 
USACERL 

Shaw-Wasch 
and Bush 1988 Historic Building 

Survey 

112 buildings 
recommended 
eligible 

                                                      
3 Investigation Reports are listed only for those installations still under MAARNG control. 
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TABLE D-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES CONDUCTED AT MAARNG INSTALLATIONS PRIOR TO JUNE 2007
3
. 

Name Data Source Author Date Study Type Results 

USACERL Landreth et al. 1990 HABS Survey 
Documentation 

112 WWII 
temporary buildings 
documented 

Office of 
Public 
Archaeology, 
Boston 
University 

Macomber 1991 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing 6 isolates 

PAL Fragola 1996a Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

PAL Fragola 1996b Archaeological 
Survey/Testing 3 sites 

PAL Kierstead and 
Tinker 1996 Historic Building 

Survey 

11 buildings at the 
BOMARC facility 
evaluated and 
designated not 
eligible 

PAL Fragola and 
Garman 1997 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing Negative results 

R. Goodwin & 
Associates 

Meighan and 
Williams 1997 Rock Art Study 

Series of rock 
carvings recorded, 
but not evaluated 

PAL Fragola and 
Ingham 2000 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing Negative results 

PAL Ford and 
Herbster 2003 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 3 isolates 

PAL Adams 2003 
Historic Building 
Evaluation; Cold War 
context 

3 buildings and 2 
complexes 
designated as 
eligible 

PAL Herbster  2005 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing 25 pre-Contact sites 

PAL Herbster and 
Duffin 2006 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 17 pre-Contact sites 

Camp Edwards 
AASF/Otis 
ANGB 

Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Bldg 128 designated 
as eligible 

Clinton  Tremont 
Preservation Donovan 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Armory designated 
eligible 

Concord  Tremont 
Preservation Donovan 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Armory designated 
eligible 

Fall River 

Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Armory and OMS 
designated eligible 

PAL Graves and 
Cherau 2005 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing Negative results 
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TABLE D-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES CONDUCTED AT MAARNG INSTALLATIONS PRIOR TO JUNE 2007
3
. 

Name Data Source Author Date Study Type Results 

Framingham  

Tremont 
Preservation Donovan 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 

FMS, MVS, and 
storehouse 
designated as 
historic district 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2004 
Mitigation 
Documentation, 
interpretive display 

All buildings photo-
documented; 
interpretive display 
of Framingham 
Muster Field  

Greenfield  Town of 
Greenfield Jones 1987 Historic Building 

Survey 
Armory designated 
eligible 

Hanscom AFB PAL Adams and 
Kierstead 1997 Historic Building 

Survey 
2 buildings in 
historic district 

Hingham  

Metropolitan 
Area Planning 
Council  

McLoughlin 1978 Historic Building 
Survey 

Armory designated 
eligible 

Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Armory and MVS 
designated eligible  

Hudson  

Southworth 
City Design 
and 
Architecture 

Anonymous 1978 Historic Building 
Survey 

Armory designated 
eligible 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2003 Historic Building 
Evaluation 

Armory and MVS 
designated eligible 

Lynn  

City of Lynn Jenkins and 
Pfeiffer 1979 NRHP Nomination Armory listed on 

NRHP 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2003 Historic Building 
Evaluation 

MVS added as 
contributing 
resource to historic 
district with Armory 

Methuen  

Methuen 
Historical 
Commission 

Tremont 
Preservation 
Services 

1996 Historic Building 
Survey 

Armory designated 
eligible 

Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Armory and MVS 
designated eligible 

ICON 
architecture, 
Inc. 

Walsh 2003 Mitigation 
Documentation 

Armory and MVS 
photo-documented 

PAL Ingham and 
Cherau 2004 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 2 sites 

Milford – HQ 
STARC UMASS Donta et al. 2003a Archaeological 

Survey/Testing 2 sites 
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TABLE D-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES CONDUCTED AT MAARNG INSTALLATIONS PRIOR TO JUNE 2007
3
. 

Name Data Source Author Date Study Type Results 

UMASS Donta et al. 2003b Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

Natick  
(Speen St) 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2003 Historic Building 
Evaluation 

All buildings 
designated as 
historic district 

PAL Cherau 2005 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2005 Mitigation 
documentation 

All buildings in 
historic district 
photo-documented 

Newburyport  Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 

Armory, MVS and 
powder house 
designated eligible  

Newton  
Newton 
Historical 
Commission  

Jenkins and 
Abele 1986 Historic Building 

Survey 
Armory designated 
eligible 

Pittsfield PAL Cherau 2005 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

Plymouth  
Plymouth 
Historical 
Commission 

Murphy 1978 Historic Building 
Survey 

Armory designated 
eligible 

Quincy  

Quincy 
Historical 
Commission 

Fannin-Lehner 1984 Historic Building 
Survey 

Armory designated 
eligible 

Boston 
Affiliates, Inc. Chase-Harrell 2003 Historic Building 

Evaluation 
Armory designated 
eligible 

Rehoboth 
NIKE 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2005 Historic Building 
Evaluation 

Historic district 
comprising all 1955 
buildings and 
structures 

PAL Graves and 
Cherau 2005 Archaeological 

Survey/Testing Negative results 

VHB, Inc. Walsh 2005 Mitigation 
documentation 

All buildings in 
historic district 
photo-documented 

Wellesley PAL Cherau 2005 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

Westfield 
(Franklin 
Street) 

ICON 
architecture, 
inc. 

Walsh 2004 Historic Building 
Evaluation 

Armory, FMS, and 
MVSB designated 
eligible 

PAL Cherau  2005 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing 1 site 
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TABLE D-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES CONDUCTED AT MAARNG INSTALLATIONS PRIOR TO JUNE 2007
3
. 

Name Data Source Author Date Study Type Results 

Worcester 
(Lincoln St) PAL Graves and 

Cherau 2005 Archaeological 
Survey/Testing Negative results 

Worcester 
(Salisbury St) 

Worcester 
Heritage 
Preservation 
Society 

Pfeiffer and 
Jenkins 1979 NRHP Nomination Armory listed on 

NRHP 

 

The MAARNG completed Phase I of a cultural resources planning level survey for federally owned or 
supported MAARNG facilities in 1998 (Wilzbach 1998). The survey reported that 108 historic properties, 
including archaeological sites, had been recorded at Camp Edwards. One archaeological site had been 
recorded at Camp Curtis Guild. The report concluded that no historic properties on the three researched 
MAARNG sites had been listed on the NRHP, even though 10 had been found eligible. 

In addition to this planning level survey, the MAARNG conducted a study of 56 Readiness Centers 
[RCs]) in 1987 to determine the construction required to update the physical condition of the facilities at 
these sites, as well as to determine the extent of discrepancies between the existing facilities and the space 
criteria of National Guard Regulation 415-10 (MAARNG 1987). 

Twenty-three archaeological surveys, conducted under state archaeological permits, have been completed 
at 13 MAARNG sites (Brockton, Camp Edwards, Camp Curtis Guild, Devens [Ayer], Fall River, 
Methuen, Milford HQ, Natick [Speen Street], Rehoboth, Pittsfield, Wellesley, Westfield, and Worcester 
[Lincoln St]).  

One HABS documentation effort has been conducted for multiple buildings at Camp Edwards (Landreth 
et al. 1990), while photo-documentation efforts (MHC standards) have been completed for buildings at 
Camp Curtis Guild, Framingham, Methuen, Natick, and Rehoboth (Walsh 2003c, 2004b, 2005b, 2005c, 
2006) as mitigation of adverse effects on historic properties.  

D.1.1 Historic Buildings and Structures 

As noted in Table D-2, buildings at 23 of the 48 MAARNG sites and training installations have been 
subject to some category of historic building study. Two MAARNG armories are listed in the NRHP (44 
Salisbury Street in Worcester and 38 South Common St in Lynn), and 12 armories and 7 support 
buildings are eligible for listing in the NRHP (Table D-3). Historic districts have been designated at 
Camp Curtis Guild, Camp Edwards, Framingham, Natick (Speen St), and Rehoboth. An additional 14 
sites contain buildings and structures that will be 50 years or older by FY 2012 and are candidates for 
evaluation during the period covered by this ICRMP (Table D-4).  

Buildings and structures that are less than 50 years old and built prior 1989 might possess Cold War-era 
significance and be eligible for the NRHP under Criteria Consideration G. These buildings and structures 
are being evaluated for Cold War association as prompted by section 106 undertakings or as surveys of 
other buildings at the same sites are conducted (e.g., Newburyport Armory was assessed for Cold War 
association as part of the survey of the Motor Vehicle Storage Building [MVSB] in 2003).  
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TABLE D-3. MAARNG BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES ELIGIBLE FOR OR LISTED IN THE NRHP. 

Name Address City/Town MHC Number/ 
Survey Reference Eligible Resources 

Camp Curtis 
Guild  25 Haverhill St Reading ICON architecture, inc., 

2003 

Historic District 
comprising 28 buildings 
and firing ranges (1905–
1945) 

Camp 
Edwards/Otis 
ANGB/AASF #1 

Camp Edwards 
Bourne, 
Mashpee, 
Sandwich 

Landreth et al. 1990; Adams 
et al. 2003; Boston 
Affiliates, Inc., 2003 

Bldgs. 102, 110, and 
4180; Range Control 
complex, Ammunition 
Supply Point complex, 
WWII temporary 
structures; Bldg 128 
(Otis ANGB) 

Clinton  119 Chestnut St Clinton Tremont Preservation LLC 
2003 Armory 

Concord  25 Everett St Concord Tremont Preservation LLC 
2003 Armory 

Fall River  1089 Dwelly St Fall River Boston Affiliates, Inc., 2003 Armory and OMS 

Framingham  522 Concord St Framingham Tremont Preservation LLC 
2003 

Historic District 
consisting of OMS, 
MVS, and storehouse 

Greenfield  71 Hope St Greenfield MHC 21 Armory 
Hanscom AFB  15 Eglin St Bedford PAL 1997 - MHC 177, 178 Bldgs 1607, 1608 

Hingham  96 Central St Hingham Boston Affiliates, Inc., 
2003/ MHC 33 Armory 

Hudson  Park St Hudson ICON architecture, inc., 
2003/ MHC 114 Armory 

Lynn  36-38 South 
Common St Lynn MHC 525 

Armory listed on 
NRHP; MVS eligible as 
contributing resource 

Methuen  679 Lowell Rd Methuen Boston Affiliates, Inc., 2003 
-MHC 508 Armory and MVS 

Natick  143 Speen St Natick ICON architecture, inc., 
2003 

Historic District - 
includes all buildings 
and structures 

Newburyport  Low St Newburyport Boston Affiliates, Inc., 2003 Armory, MVS, and 
Powder House 

Newton  1137 
Washington St West Newton MHC 3885 Armory 

Plymouth  76 Court St Plymouth MHC 135 Armory 
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TABLE D-3. MAARNG BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES ELIGIBLE FOR OR LISTED IN THE NRHP. 

Name Address City/Town MHC Number/ 
Survey Reference Eligible Resources 

Quincy  1000 Hancock St Quincy Boston Affiliates, Inc., 
2003/MHC 133 Armory 

Rehoboth Firetower Rd Rehoboth ICON Architecture, Inc., 
2005 

Historic District 
consisting of all 1955 
buildings and structures 

Westfield 137 Franklin St Westfield ICON Architecture, Inc., 
2004 Armory, MVSB, OMS 

Worcester  44 Salisbury St Worcester MHC 367 Armory listed on NRHP 

 

TABLE D-4. BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES SCHEDULED FOR SURVEY/EVALUATION (FY 2009-2013). 

Name Address City Building 
Function/Type 

Anticipated Survey  
(FY) 

Braintree 275 Union St Braintree Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
Bridgewater Bedford St Bridgewater Armory FY 2010 
Cambridge 450 Concord Ave Cambridge Armory FY 2010 
Chicopee Armory Drive Chicopee Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
Dorchester 70 Victory Rd Boston Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
Fall River 1089 Dwelly St Fall River Armory, MVS FY 2008 (completed) 
Falmouth Jones Rd Falmouth Armory FY 2008 
Framingham 522 Concord St Framingham Armory FY 2009 (completed) 
Gardner 323 W Broadway Gardner Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
Leominster Oak Mill St Leominster Armory FY 2010 
Melrose 120 Main St Melrose Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
Middleboro Elm St Middleboro Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
Northbridge 50 Lake St Whitinsville Armory, OMS FY 2009, 2010 
Ware 32 West St Ware Armory FY 2007 (completed) 
 

D.1.2 Archaeological Sites 

As noted in section D.2, archaeological surveys have been completed at 12 MAARNG sites: Ayer 
(Devens), Brockton, Camp Curtis Guild, Fall River, Methuen, Milford (HQ STARC), Natick (Speen St), 
Pittsfield, Rehoboth, Wellesley, Westfield, and Worcester (Lincoln St), and at Camp Edwards training 
installation. Of these, the surveys conducted at Brockton, Camp Curtis Guild, Camp Edwards, Methuen, 
Milford (HQ STARC), and Westfield have resulted in the recordation of archaeological sites (Table D-5). 
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TABLE D-5. ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED ON MAARNG SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS. 

Name Site Number Site Type NRHP Status 
Brockton Brockton Armory Site Pre-Contact lithic scatter Not eligible 

Camp Curtis 
Guild 

19MD721 Pre-Contact lithic scatter 
Requires further 
evaluation 
(RFE) 

CCG 2 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 3 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 4 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 5 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
CCG 6 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
CCG 7 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 8 Pre-Contact lithic scatter Not eligible 
CCG 9 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 10 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 11 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 12 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 13 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 14 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 15 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 16 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 17 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
CCG 18 Pre-Contact lithic scatter Not eligible 
CCG 19 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 20 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 21 Pre-Contact isolate Not eligible 
CCG 22 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 23 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
CCG 24 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 25 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
CCG 26 Pre-Contact isolate RFE 

Camp Edwards 

19BN513 Late Archaic/Early Woodland Lithic 
scatter 

RFE 

19BN631 Late Archaic/Woodland Lithic scatter RFE 
19BN632 Pre-Contact Lithic scatter RFE 
19BN633 Pre-Contact Lithic scatter Not eligible 
19BN634 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN635 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN636 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN637 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN638 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN639 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
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TABLE D-5. ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED ON MAARNG SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS. 

Name Site Number Site Type NRHP Status 
19BN640 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
19BN641 Late Archaic/Woodland lithic scatter RFE 

19BN642 Early Archaic to Woodland lithic 
scatter 

RFE 

19BN650 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN651 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN652 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN653 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN654 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN655 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN656 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
19BN784 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
19BN785 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
Frank Perkins Findspot 
1 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 

Frank Perkins Findspot 
2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 

Pew Road Findspot 1 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
Pew Road Findspot 2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-3 Findspot 1 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-3 Findspot 2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-3 Findspot 3 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-5 Findspot 1 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-5 Findspot 2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-5 Findspot 3 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-5 Findspot 4 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
A-5 Findspot 5 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-8 Findspot 1 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-8 Findspot 2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-8 Findspot 3 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-8 Findspot 4 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 1 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
B-9 Findspot 2 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
B-9 Findspot 3 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
B-9 Findspot 4 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 5 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 6 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 7 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 8 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 9 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
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TABLE D-5. ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED ON MAARNG SITES AND TRAINING INSTALLATIONS. 

Name Site Number Site Type NRHP Status 
B-9 Findspot 10 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 11 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 12 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 13 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
B-9 Findspot 14 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
C-14 Findspot 1 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
C-14 Findspot 2 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
C-14 Findspot 3 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
C Range Findspot Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
NEP Findspot 1 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
NEP Findspot 2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
NEP Findspot 3 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
NEP Findspot 4 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
NEP Findspot 5 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
NEP Findspot 6 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
NEP Findspot 7 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
Ox Pond 1 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
Ox Pond 2 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
Ox Pond 3 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
Ox Pond 4 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
Ox Pond 5 Pre-Contact workshop RFE 
Sal n Pry Rock 18th Century Rock Art RFE 

Methuen 
Methuen 1 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 
Methuen 2 Pre-Contact Isolate Not eligible 

HQ STARC  
19WR753 Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 

MIL-HA-11 19th Century foundation and debris 
scatter 

RFE 

Westfield Armory site Pre-Contact lithic scatter RFE 
 

D.1.3 Historic Landscapes 

As part of a DoD Legacy project initiated in 2003, the U.S. Army Construction Engineering Research 
Laboratory (USACERL) selected Camp Edwards as one of two test cases for the revised DoD Historic 
Landscape Guidelines. Because of funding considerations, the project was broken into two phases. Phase 
I, data gathering and revision to existing guidelines for DoD Historic Landscape Studies, was initiated in 
October 200D. The second phase of the project did not receive funding from the Legacy Program in 2004. 
In 2005, the DoD Legacy Resources Management Program provided funding only for the revisions to the 
National Register Bulletin summarizing the new guidance on identification and documentation of historic 
military landscapes. USACERL has not indicated whether it plans to reapply for funding to complete the 
case studies at Camp Edwards and Washington Naval Yard. 
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D.1.4 Properties of Native American Traditional, Religious, or Cultural 
Significance 

The MAARNG owns or leases 15 sites and training areas that lie within the ancestral lands of the 
Wampanoag Nation. In accordance with the requirements of the new DoD Instruction 4710.02, AR 200-1 
and the 27 October 1999 Annotated DoD American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, the MAARNG is 
engaged in ongoing consultation with the federally recognized WTGH-A and has initiated consultation 
with the newly recognized Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe. In addition, the WTGH-A maintains an MOU 
with the state recognized Nipmuc Nation, in which the WTGH-A takes the responsibility of reviewing 
projects throughout central and eastern Massachusetts on behalf of the non-federally recognized tribe to 
ensure that the provisions of NAGPRA and ARPA are met. To date, consultation has revealed the 
presence of several areas of traditional, religious, or cultural significance to the Wampanoag on Camp 
Edwards; however, none of these areas have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  

The MAARNG currently owns only one property (Pittsfield Armory) within the ancestral lands claimed 
by the federally recognized Stockbridge-Munsee Community of Mohican Indians of Wisconsin. No 
resources of interest to the Tribe have been identified at this facility. 

D.1.5 Paleontological Resources  

No paleontological resources have been identified within any of the MAARNG sites or training 
installations. 
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D.2 Site-Specific Cultural Resources Summary 

The following subsections summarize information regarding the physical characteristics of each 
MAARNG site and training installation, previous cultural resources investigations, known resources, and 
data gaps that will require future investigations to resolve. Figures showing the location of each site or 
training installation on the appropriate U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic 
quadrangle are included; these maps can be removed from the ICRMP and scanned or photocopied for 
inclusion with Project Notification Forms submitted to the MHC and Tribes. 

D.2.1 Agawam (25A10) 

The Agawam RC comprises one building on a 2.96-acre parcel (Figure D-2). The built environment is 
primarily paved or developed. A fence encompasses some of the site; however, area outside the fence line 
on the east is level with sandy soil and oak trees and appears to be on a river terrace.  

FIGURE D-2. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT AGAWAM 
(WEST SPRINGFIELD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.96 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site, but 
the unpaved acreage is considered to have moderate to high potential for preservation of 
archaeological deposits because of the proximity of the parcel to the river.  

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). Constructed in 1961, this building will 
reach 50 years of age during the life of this ICRMP and will need an evaluation for determining its 
eligibility for listing in the NRHP.  

 Tribes have not been consulted regarding the existence of sacred sites and/or traditional cultural 
properties within this site.  

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.2 Ayer (Devens) and Devens Reserve Forces Training Area (RFTA) 
(25A15/25A17) 

The MAARNG site at Ayer (Devens) comprises 14 buildings on 64.49 acres (Figure D-3). 
Approximately 24.49 acres of the site is paved or developed; the remaining acreage is unpaved, but has 
been heavily disturbed. The MAARNG site at Devens RFTA, adjacent to the Ayer parcel within the 
former Fort Devens, consists of several jointly occupied facilities owned by the U.S. Army Reserves.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

PAL, Inc. conducted an archaeological locational (intensive) survey of the 40 unpaved acres in 2003 
(Ford and Cherau 2003) and found them to have been entirely disturbed by previous land use. No 
archaeological materials were encountered during the survey and the site is considered to have no further 
potential for preservation of archaeological deposits. 

 The buildings, constructed between 1941 and 1997, were subjected to a historic building survey in 
2003 (Chase-Hartell 2003) to determine their NRHP eligibility. The survey found that Buildings 
3702, 3703, 3705, 3707, 3708, 3709, and 3710, and the probably World War II-era ammunition 
bunker comprise a historic district of World War II emergency cantonment area buildings and 
structures; however, the MHC did not concur with these findings, based on a previous survey of these 
building completed in conjunction with the 1995 closure of Fort Devens (Adams et al. 1993). The 
remaining buildings and structures at the MAARNG’s Ayer site (258, 3768, P-3769, sheds on 
concrete slab, and railroad ramp remnant) are either undated and/or less than 50 years in age and do 
not have significant Cold War associations that would make them eligible to the National Register 
either individually or as part of a district, at this time. 

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Ayer as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-3. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT AYER (DEVENS) 
(AYER, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.3 Bourne (Buzzards Bay) (25A30) 

The MAARNG site at Bourne (Buzzards Bay) comprises 2.45 acres (Figure D-4). The built environment 
includes an armory, paved parking areas, and unpaved areas.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.45 acres at this site of which the unpaved acreage is considered to retain moderate 
potential for preservation of archaeological deposits.  

 The single building present at this site is the armory (A0001), constructed in 1957. It will reach 50 
years of age during the life of this ICRMP and will need an evaluation to determine its eligibility for 
listing in the NRHP. 

 The Bourne site falls within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Tribe; however, neither the 
WTGH-A or Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council have indicated whether they consider the site to 
contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or religious value to these Tribes. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.4 Braintree (24A45) 

The Braintree RC consists of one building on 2.54 acres (Figure D-5). The built environment includes an 
armory, paved parking, and a grassy area that has likely been built on fill.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.54 acres at this site. Based on the degree of disturbance (cutting and filling) noted for this 
site, the archaeological potential of its unpaved acreage is considered to be low.  

 The single building present at this site is the armory (A0001), constructed in 1958. It will reach 50 
years of age during the life of this ICRMP and will need an evaluation to determine its eligibility for 
listing in the NRHP. 

 Tribes have not been consulted regarding the existence of sacred sites and/or traditional cultural 
properties within this site. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district.  

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-4. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT BOURNE 
(POCASSET, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-5. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT BRAINTREE 
(WEYMOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.5 Bridgewater (25A50) 

The Bridgewater RC consists of one building on 1.85 acres (Figure D-6). The built environment of the 
site includes an armory and a parking area.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 1.85 acres at this site. It has not been subjected to archaeological survey or sensitivity 
assessment.  

 The single building present at this site is the armory (A0001), constructed in 1960. It will reach 50 
years of age during the life of this ICRMP and will need an evaluation to determine its eligibility for 
listing in the NRHP. 

 Tribes have not been consulted regarding the existence of sacred sites and/or traditional cultural 
properties. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.6 Brockton (25A55) 

The Brockton RC consists of three buildings on 8.29 acres (Figure D-7). The built environment includes 
an armory, FMS Brockton, a flammable materials storage locker, and paved parking areas. The entire 
northern and southeastern portions of the site are wooded.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 8.29 acres at this site. A survey of the unpaved acreage (Lance and Cherau 2005) recorded 
one pre-Contact lithic scatter. Due to clearly documented disturbance of the archaeological site 
deposit, the site was determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP. No further archaeological survey 
is required for this site.  

 Of the three buildings and structures, only the 1950 FMS (L0001) has been evaluated (Walsh 2004); 
it was determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The remaining two buildings, the armory 
(A0001) and the storage locker (L0003), were constructed in 1962 and will reach 50 years old during 
the life of this ICRMP. These buildings will need an evaluation to determine their eligibility for 
listing in the NRHP. 

 The Brockton RC falls within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Tribe; however, neither the 
WTGH-A or Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council have indicated whether they consider the site to 
contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or religious value to these Tribes. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-6. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT BRIDGEWATER 
(BRIDGEWATER, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-7. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT BROCKTON 
(BROCKTON, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.7 Cambridge (25A60) 

The Cambridge RC consists of two buildings on 2.43 acres (Figure D-8). The built environment includes 
an armory and an MVSB; this latter building was sold to the town police in 1997. Acreage at the site is 
entirely paved or disturbed by previous land use.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.43 acres at this site. Based on the degree of previous disturbance, it is considered to retain 
minimal potential for preservation of archaeological deposits.  

 The 1960 armory (A0001) will reach 50 years old during the life of this ICRMP and will need 
evaluation to determine its eligibility for listing in the NRHP.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Cambridge as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.8 Camp Curtis Guild (25C50) 

Camp Curtis Guild comprises approximately 682 acres divided between the towns of Reading (285 
acres), North Reading (40 acres), Lynnfield (333 acres), and Wakefield (24 acres) (Figure D-9). It also 
contains a small cantonment area of 29 structures constructed during World War I and 19 newer 
structures, located at the south end of the site on Haverill Street in Reading. The primary structures 
include a combined armory and active FMS, an old FMS facility, two MVSBs, and many old wood 
structure facilities that are used for training. There are four active ranges, four non-live fire facilities, and 
two light maneuver areas. The cantonment area is approximately 70 acres, while approximately 612 acres 
are available for light maneuver and bivouac. Maneuver areas are restricted when the ranges conduct live 
fire training. 

Camp Curtis Guild is presently occupied by the MAARNG, the Massachusetts Criminal Justice Training 
Center, the State Police and State Fire Office, Police Accreditation Office, and emergency telephone 
training center (911). Six MAARNG units are presently stationed at Camp Curtis Guild. The primary 
mission of the site is to provide high-quality, cost-effective, and environmentally compliant training 
facilities for military units, law enforcement agencies, state and local agencies, and local communities and 
youth programs. 

Cultural Resources Summary  

 Archaeological Resources Summary: In 1993, an archaeological survey was completed for a small 
linear section of Camp Curtis Guild, located on the sloping north end of the site, adjacent to Cedar 
Swamp (Clayton and Pendleton 1993). One isolated find, consisting of two gray felsite flakes, was 
recorded within the survey area. The isolated find was designated 19MD721 in the state’s 
archaeological inventory, and the flakes are currently curated at the Office of Public Archaeology at 
Boston University.  
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FIGURE D-8. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT CAMBRIDGE 
(BOSTON NORTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-9. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT CAMP CURTIS GUILD 
(READING, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 

 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

D-30 September 2009 

In the fall of 2003, the MAARNG contracted PAL, Inc., to complete an archaeological sensitivity 
assessment and predictive model for the undeveloped acreage at Camp Curtis Guild (Ford and 
Cherau 2002, Appendix E). Between October and November 2003, a 10 percent sample of the 
nonwetland acreage at the site (42 acres) was subjected to intensive (locational) archaeological 
survey to test the predictive model. Thirteen pre-Contact archaeological sites were recorded, all 
within areas designated as high sensitivity. Three of the 13 archaeological sites were recommended 
as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP; the 10 remaining archaeological sites were 
recommended for further work to determine NRHP-eligibility should they be subject to impacts 
from future undertakings. The MHC concurred with these findings in a letter dated 13 May 2004. 

PAL, Inc. initiated survey of the remaining unsurveyed acreage in the spring of 2004 (Bonner and 
Cherau 2005); however, due to the potential for unexploded ordnance (UXO) in the central portion 
of Camp Curtis Guild, the survey was halted after completion of the cantonment area and the 
portions of the site to the north of Carney Street. Ten additional pre-Contact period archaeological 
sites were recorded, and six of the previously recorded archaeological sites were subjected to array 
testing. Four of the newly identified and two of the previously recorded archaeological sites were 
recommended as not eligible for listing on the NRHP. Six of the newly identified sites and four of 
the previously recorded sites were recommended for further research to determine NRHP eligibility 
should they be subject to impacts from future undertakings. The MHC concurred with these 
findings in a letter dated 21 July 2005. 

Also in 2004, the MAARNG submitted a Project Notification Form to the MHC regarding its 
intention to construct a new FMS at the site. This project, which includes improvements to the main 
road and utility corridor in the cantonment area, construction of a bypass road from the cantonment 
area to the firing range, closure of a firing range to allow construction of the FMS building and 
parking areas, and the actual construction, will effect the historic district at Camp Curtis Guild; 
however, the effect is not considered to be adverse. The MHC, Lynnfield Historic Commission, and 
Reading Historic Commissions concurred with this finding. Construction of this facility is nearing 
completion. 

 Architectural Resources Summary: At Camp Curtis Guild, survey and evaluation of buildings 
more than 50 years in age resulted in the definition of a historic district comprising 25 buildings 
constructed between 1905 and 1945 (Walsh 2003a). Because the eligibility of the district centered on 
the use of the site as the Commonwealth’s primary firing range, the district was expanded beyond the 
cantonment area to include the firing ranges (Figure D-10). In contrast, analysis of the Cold War era 
buildings at Camp Curtis Guild, completed as part of a Cold War context for the site, revealed that 
buildings constructed during the Cold War at the site did not possess significant Cold War 
associations that would warrant use of Criteria Consideration G. 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Camp Curtis Guild as part of their ancestral 
lands. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-10. BOUNDARIES OF HISTORIC DISTRICT, CAMP CURTIS GUILD. 
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D.2.9 Camp Edwards and Otis Air National Guard Base (25175 and 
25A40) 

Camp Edwards and Otis Air National Guard Base (ANGB) are part of the Massachusetts Military 
Reservation (MMR) in the towns of Bourne and Sandwich on Cape Cod. Camp Edwards comprises 214 
buildings on 14,443 acres (Figure D-11), which includes training areas (22 active ranges and 22 active 
light-maneuver training areas) and several parcels within the MMR cantonment area. MAARNG units are 
trained at Camp Edwards in three basic categories: weapons systems, maneuvering, and support. 
Weapons system training is currently limited to small arms training and to simulators. The small arms 
training consists of firing pistols, rifles, and machine guns on 15 designated ranges throughout Camp 
Edwards. Maneuvering consists primarily of troop movement on foot through training areas. Vehicle 
maneuvering is limited to certain roads on Camp Edwards. Training typically consists of either light or 
mechanized infantry training. Light infantry maneuver involves troops practicing patrolling, reacting to 
ambush, defense, movement to contact, and actions at the objective on foot throughout the training areas. 
Mechanized infantry maneuver might include troops mounted on armored personnel carriers (APCs) 
traveling along roads or dismounted from the APCs to conduct light infantry maneuvers. Other maneuver 
and support unit training activities on Camp Edwards might include bivouac operations training, infantry 
battle course, land navigation training, individual chemical confidence training, engineering training, 
military police training, helicopter landing zones, and water storage and distribution training.  

Buildings under MAARNG control within Otis ANGB include the Army Aviation Support Facility 
(AASF) #1 (buildings 2806, 2814, 2816, and 2822), FMS Otis (buildings 9001–9003), a cold storage 
building (128), and a medical clinic within building 149. 
 
Cultural Resources Summary  

 Archaeological Resources Summary: Prior to 2004, nine archaeological surveys were conducted at 
the Camp Edwards Training Area (Davin and Gallagher 1987; Macomber 1991; Fragola 1996a,b; 
Fragola and Garman 1997; Meighan and Williams 1997; Volpe 1996; Fragola and Ingham 2000; Ford 
and Herbster 2003). As a result of these surveys, 26 pre-Contact archaeological sites and an 18th-
century rock carving have been recorded at Camp Edwards (Table D-5). All recovered cultural 
materials are currently curated at PAL, Inc., in Pawtucket, Rhode Island. Five of the archaeological 
sites have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility and have been determined not eligible for nomination 
to the NRHP. The remaining sites and the rock carving have not been evaluated with respect to 
NRHP eligibility. 

The cornerstone of the 1987 investigation (Davin and Gallagher 1987) was the creation of an 
archaeological predictive model for the 14,443 acres within Camp Edwards. This model was 
progressively refined through the results of the subsequent investigations. In 2003, the Regional 
CRM (RCRM) completed an in-depth revision of the model to account for historic period 
disturbance, documented in historic aerial photographs and construction documents, and negative 
survey results. 

As part of a 5-year program to complete a survey of all high and moderate sensitivity acreage at 
Camp Edwards, in July 2004, PAL, Inc., initiated survey of 354 acres designated as high sensitivity 
and 340 acres designated as moderate sensitivity (Herbster 2005). The survey fieldwork, completed 
in September 2004, identified 25 pre-Contact Native American sites (Table D-5); these included 16 
sites determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP and 9 lithic scatters or workshops/activity 
areas that will require further evaluation should future undertakings have the potential to impact 
them. 
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FIGURE D-11. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG TRAINING INSTALLATION 
CAMP EDWARDS AND OTIS ANGB/MASSACHUSETTS MILITARY RESERVATION 

(POCASSET, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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PAL, Inc., initiated the second year of this survey program in July 2005 to include approximately 
40 acres designated as high sensitivity and 640 acres designated as moderate sensitivity (Herbster 
and Duffin 2006). This second survey recorded 17 sites, 5 of which will require further evaluation 
and 12 that were determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP. Finally, in fall 2005, PAL, Inc., 
completed a survey of the Keyspan Natural Gas pipeline right-of-way along the northern boundary 
of Camp Edwards (Herbster 2005); no eligible sites or sites requiring further research were 
recorded. No surveys were completed at Camp Edwards during 2006 or 2007; the next survey is 
programmed for FY 2008. 

 Architectural Summary: Four historic building surveys have been completed for buildings and 
structures at Camp Edwards. The first, conducted in 1985 (Wilson 1985), was a baseline survey of the 
buildings in the cantonment area, and was completed to support a Master Plan for Camp Edwards. At 
that time, only the buildings constructed by the Works Progress Administration (WPA) in 1936 
(Buildings 102 and 322) were nearing 50 years in age. In 1989–90, as part of the nationwide PA for 
World War II (WWII) temporary structures, all of the WWII temporary structures at Camp Edwards 
were surveyed and evaluated. USACERL (Landreth et al. 1990) completed photo-documentation of 
nine representative building types at Camp Edwards on behalf of the HABS. Per the nationwide PA, 
many of the remaining WWII temporary structures were demolished shortly after the documentation 
was completed due to safety concerns. In 1996, PAL, Inc. completed an evaluation of the Boeing 
Michigan Aeronautical Research Center (BOMARC) facility (Kierstead and Tinker 1996). 

In 2003, the MAARNG contracted Boston Affiliates, Inc., to complete an architectural survey of 
the buildings in the AASF #1, FMS Otis, and Otis Armory (Building 128). Of these buildings, only 
Building 128 (Otis Armory) was determined eligible to the NRHP, based on Cold War association 
with the former Otis Air Force Base. Also in 2003, PAL, Inc. (Adams 2003) was contracted to 
complete an architectural survey and evaluation of all buildings at Camp Edwards aged 50 years or 
older, and to prepare a Cold War context for Camp Edwards for use in evaluating significance of 
buildings constructed between 1953 and 1989. Only Building 102, the former Headquarters 
building, was recommended as eligible to the NRHP. An assessment of Cold War resources at 
Camp Edwards, conducted concurrently (Adams 2003), identified Building 110 (Kennedy Cottage), 
the Range Control complex, and the Ammunition Supply Point complex as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP.  

In 2005, the MAARNG negotiated an MOA with the MHC regarding the potential adverse effects 
on Building 102 associated with abatement of hazardous materials throughout the building. In the 
event that the abatement was to make the building structurally unsound, the MOA provided for the 
demolition of the building. The archiving of the original as built plan drawings and elevations for 
the building and a series of 35-mm black-and-white photographs documenting the building’s 
condition prior to abatement was considered sufficient mitigation. The abatement of Building 102 
was completed in 2006 and the building remains standing. No final decisions regarding the fate of 
the building have been made. 

 Historic Landscape Summary: As part of a DoD Legacy project initiated in 2003, the USACERL 
selected Camp Edwards as one of two test cases for the revised DoD Historic Landscape Guidelines. 
Because of funding considerations, the project was broken into two phases. Phase I, data gathering 
and revision to existing guidelines for DoD Historic Landscape Studies, was initiated in October 
200D. The second phase of the project did not receive funding from the Legacy Program in 2004. In 
2005, the DoD Legacy Resources Management Program provided funding only for the revisions to 
the National Register Bulletin summarizing the new guidance on identification and documentation of 
historic military landscapes. USACERL has not indicated whether it plans to reapply for funding to 
complete the case studies at Camp Edwards and Washington Naval Yard. 
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 Tribal Consultation. The MMR lies within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Nation. The 
MAARNG regularly consults with both the federally recognized WTGH-A and the Mashpee 
Wampanoag Tribal Council concerning projects proposed at this training installation. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this training installation. 

D.2.10 Chicopee (25A70) 

The Chicopee RC consists of one building and a parking area on 1.55 acres (Figure D-12). The unpaved 
acreage is level, and does not appear to have been substantially graded or filled.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 1.55 acres at this site, much of which is paved. The unpaved acreage is considered to retain 
moderate potential for preservation of archaeological deposits due to lack of apparent disturbance.  

 The armory (A0001) will turn 50 years old during the life of this ICRMP and will need an evaluation 
to determine its eligibility for listing in the NRHP. 

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Chicopee as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-12. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT CHICOPEE 
(SPRINGFIELD NORTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 

 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 D-37 

D.2.11 Clinton (25A80) 
The Clinton RC consists of one building and a parking area on 0.46 acres (Figure D-13). The unpaved 
acreage at the site is landscaped lawn. 

Cultural Resources Summary 
 There are 0.46 acres at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted of the unpaved 

acreage and the archaeological potential has not been assessed.  

 The single building on the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1914 and evaluated in 
2002 as eligible for listing on the NRHP (Donovan 2002). 

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Chicopee as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.12 Concord (25A85) 
The Concord RC includes one building and a parking area on 1.85 acres (Figure D-14).  

Cultural Resources Summary 
 There are 1.85 acres at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted on the unpaved 

acreage and the archaeological potential has not been assessed.  

 The single building on the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1915 and was evaluated 
in 2002 as eligible for listing on the NRHP (Donovan 2002). 

  The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Concord as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.13 Danvers (25A90) 
The Danvers RC consists of one building and a parking area on 1.62 acres (Figure D-15). The armory is 
on a flat wooded hilltop surrounded by open forested land and highway.  

Cultural Resources Summary 
 There are 1.62 acres at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted of the unpaved 

acreage and the archaeological potential has not been assessed.  

 The single building on the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1968 and will be 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility when it reaches 50 years in age.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Danvers as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-13. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT CLINTON 
(HUDSON, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-14. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT CONCORD 
(POCASSET, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-15. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT DANVERS 
(SALEM, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.14 Dorchester (25A25) 

The Dorchester RC consists of three buildings and several paved areas on .55 acres (Figure D-16). The 
built environment includes an armory, FMS Dorchester, and a flammable materials storage locker. The 
site is entirely paved apart from the front lawn. Archival research indicates that the property was initially 
swamp and shoreline, and was filled to create a housing development prior to its transfer to the 
MAARNG. The housing development was demolished and the grounds leveled to build the armory and 
FMS.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are D.55 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. 
Considering the extent of the previous ground disturbance at this location, the potential for 
preservation of archaeological deposits is considered to be minimal. 

 Of the three buildings and structures present at this site, the 1957 armory (A0001) and the 1959 FMS 
(L0001) will turn 50 years old during the life of this ICRMP and will need to be evaluated for a 
determination their eligibility for listing to the NRHP. The remaining 1963 flammable materials 
storage locker (L0002) will be evaluated when it reaches 50 years in age. 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Dorchester as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.15 Fall River (25A95) 

The Fall River RC consists of four buildings on 1 acre (Figure D-17). The built environment includes an 
armory, FMS Fall River, a fuel depot/shed, and a flammable materials storage locker. The acreage is 
almost entirely paved, and lies on lands formerly used as a town dump and granite quarry.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There is 1 acre at this site. Archaeological testing of the unpaved acreage in 2005 (Graves and Cherau 
2005a) confirmed that no intact soil horizons are present.  

 All four buildings located at this site have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility in 2003 (Chase-Hartell 
2003). The 1951 FMS (L0001) was evaluated as eligible for listing in the NRHP, while the 1951 fuel 
depot/shed (L0002) was recommended as not eligible. No significant Cold War association was 
identified for the 1958 armory (A0001) to indicate significance under Criteria Consideration G; the 
armory will be re-evaluated for NRHP eligibility when it reaches 50 years in age. The 1963 storage 
locker (L0003) has no significant Cold War associations and will be evaluated when it turns 50 years 
in age. 

 The Fall River RC falls within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Tribe; however, neither the 
WTGH-A or Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council have indicated whether they consider the site to 
contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or religious value to the Tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-16. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT DORCHESTER 
(BOSTON SOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-17. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT FALL RIVER 
(FALL RIVER, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.16 Falmouth (25B00) 

The Falmouth RC consists of an armory and several paved or graveled parking areas on 2.3 acres (Figure 
D-18). The armory is currently leased to the Town of Falmouth for use as the town courthouse.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.3 acres at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted; however, based 
on the degree of development (building and parking areas), it is considered to have minimal potential 
for preservation of archaeological deposits. 

 The single building on the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1958 and will need to be 
evaluated to determine its eligibility for listing in the NRHP.  

 The Falmouth RC falls within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Tribe; however, neither the 
WTGH-A nor Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council have indicated whether they consider the site to 
contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or religious value to the Tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.17 Framingham (25B10) 

The Framingham RC consists of four buildings on 2 acres (Figure D-19). The built environment includes 
an armory, FMS Framingham, a MVSB, and a storehouse. The acreage is developed either as paved or 
graveled parking. The site lies on one corner of the former Framingham Musterfield.  

The MAARNG plans to make improvements to this site in 2007 and negotiated an MOA with the NGB, 
the MHC, and the Framingham Historical Commission regarding mitigation of the adverse effects that 
will result from the improvements project. Specifically, the MAARNG plans to demolish the existing 
FMS and rebuild a new FMS on the footprint of the former building; the plans also require demolition of 
the circa 1915 storehouse to improve parking and traffic flow at the site. Mitigation measures specified in 
the MOA include photo documentation (MHC standards) of the four buildings at the site and 
development of an interpretive display on the Framingham Musterfield for the Framingham Historical 
Society Museum. The MOA was implemented in March 2004, and mitigation measures were completed 
in August 2004 (Walsh 2004b). 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2 acres at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted; however, since the 
site lies on a portion of the former Framingham Musterfield, it is considered to retain a moderate 
potential for preservation of archaeological deposits.  

 All four buildings and structures (A0001, L0001–L0003) present at this site were evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility in 2002 (Donovan 2002). Based on this evaluation, the FMS (1941), MVSB (1950), and 
storehouse (c. 1915) were designated as contributing elements to a historic district. The armory 
(1959), which will reach 50 years old during the life of this ICRMP, did not meet Criteria 
Consideration G for NRHP eligibility. It needs to be re-evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Framingham as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 
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FIGURE D-18. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT FALMOUTH 
(FALMOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-19. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT FRAMINGHAM 
(FRAMINGHAM, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.18 Gardner (25B15 ) 

The Gardner RC includes one building on 2.18 acres (Figure D-20). The built environment consists of an 
armory constructed on a level plot with a mixture of paved and graveled parking. The rear, or northern, 
edge of the parcel appears to be relatively undisturbed. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.18 acres at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted and based on the 
proximity of the parcel to wetlands, at least a portion of the acreage at this site could retain moderate 
to high potential for preservation of archaeological deposits. 

 The single building on the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1957 and will need to be 
evaluated for a determination of eligibility for listing to the NRHP.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Gardner as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.19 Greenfield (25B20) 

The Greenfield RC consists of one building and several parking areas on 1 acre (Figure D-21). The land 
beneath the armory and parking areas has been entirely cut and filled. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There is 1 acre at this site. No archaeological inventories have been conducted and based on the 
degree of disturbance, the site is considered to retain minimal potential for preservation of 
archaeological deposits. 

 The single building on the site is the armory (A0001) constructed in 1910. The building was initially 
surveyed by the Greenfield Historical Society (Jones 1987), and then evaluated as eligible for listing 
on the NRHP in 1997 (Adams and Kierstad 1997).  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Greenfield as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-20. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT GARDNER 
(FITCHBURG, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-21. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT GREENFIELD 
(GREENSFIELD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.20 Hanscom Air Force Base (25A20) 

The MAARNG leases space in one building at Hanscom AFB, an armory shared with the U.S. Army 
Reserves (Figure D-22). The MAARNG does not own or lease any acreage at Hanscom AFB. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 The MAARNG does not own or lease any acreage at Hanscom AFB. 

 The single building that the MAARNG leases is the readiness center (1503), which was constructed 
in 1955. It will be evaluated for NRHP eligibility prior to the conduct of any project that might impact 
the building.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Hanscom AFB as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.21 Hingham (25B25) 

The Hingham RC consists of two buildings on 1.09 acres (Figure D-23). The built environment includes 
an armory, an MVSB, a lawn in front of the armory, and paved parking to the side (north) and rear (east). 
The parcel is partially fenced in with D-foot chain link at the north side and rear, and a D-foot stone wall 
along the property line on the south. Previous to construction of the MAARNG site, the parcel was used 
as farmland. The amount of disturbance to the parcel during construction of the site is unknown. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There is a total of 1.09 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this 
site. Based on previous land use and distance from water or known archaeological sites, the potential 
for preservation of archaeological deposits at this site is considered to be low. 

 Both buildings present at this site have been evaluated as eligible for listing on the NRHP 
(McLoughlin 1978; Chase-Hartell 2002). The armory (A0001) was constructed in 1909 and the 
MVSB (L0001) was constructed in 1949.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Hingham as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-22. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT HANSCOM AFB 
(BEDFORD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-23. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT HINGHAM 
(WEYMOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 

 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 D-53 

D.2.22 Hudson (25B35) 

The Hudson RC consists of three buildings on 1.81 acres (Figure D-24). The built environment includes 
an armory, an MVSB, a storage shed, paved and unpaved parking, and a landscaped lawn area in front of 
the armory.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 1.81 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. 
Based on its proximity to a dammed pond west of the site, any undisturbed acreage at the site would 
retain a moderate to high potential for preservation of archaeological deposits. 

 Of the three buildings present at this site, two have been evaluated for listing to the NRHP. The MHC 
evaluated the armory (A0001), constructed in 1910, as eligible for listing on the NRHP (Southworth 
City Design and Architecture, Inc. 1978) and the MVSB (L0001) was designated as a contributing 
resource to a historic district consisting of the armory and the MVSB (Walsh 2003b). The remaining 
building, a storage shed (L0002) was constructed in 1990.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Hudson as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.23 Leominster (25B45) 

The Leominster RC consists of one building and several parking areas on 2.27 acres (Figure D-25). The 
amount of disturbance resulting from construction of the site is unknown.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.27 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. The 
potential for preservation of archaeological deposits in any undisturbed portions of the site is 
considered moderate to high because the site is situated in a cloverleaf field on a terrace above the 
Nashua River. 

 The single building present at this site is an armory (A0001), constructed in 1960. The building will 
reach 50 years of age during the life of this ICRMP and will need to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Leominster as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-24. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT HUDSON 
(HUDSON, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-25. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT LEOMINSTER 
(AYER, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.24 Lexington (25B50) 

The Lexington RC consists of one building and a parking area on 4.14 acres (Figure D-26). The armory 
and parking area lie on a raised hillock constructed of imported fill in the center of a wetland.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 4.14 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. 
Unless a portion of the hillock is determined to be natural, the archaeological potential of the site is 
considered to be minimal. 

 The single building present at this site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1964 will be 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility when it reaches 50 years in age. 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Lexington as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.25 Lynn (25B55) 

The Lynn RC consists of two buildings on 0.4 acres (Figure D-27). The land around the two buildings is 
entirely paved.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 0.4 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site, 
however, potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to be minimal because the entire 
site has been paved and extensively disturbed. 

 Both of the buildings at this site have been evaluated. The armory (A0001), constructed in 1893, was 
listed on the NRHP in 1979 (Jenkins and Pfeiffer 1979). The MVSB (L0001), constructed in 1949, 
was evaluated eligible as a contributing resource to a district composed of the two buildings on the 
site (Walsh 2003b).  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Lynn as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-26. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT LEXINGTON 
(BOSTON NORTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-27. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT LYNN 
(LYNN, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.26 Melrose (25B70) 

The Melrose RC consists of one building and several parking areas on 3 acres (Figure D-28). The built 
environment consists of an armory, paved and unpaved parking, and landscaped lawn. Although archival 
research indicates that Clem Allen’s Horse Academy and fields once occupied the parcel, historic photos 
of the site show extensive cutting and grading.  

Cultural Resources Summary 
 There are 3 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted. Potential for intact 

archaeological deposits is considered to be minimal because the site has been extensively disturbed. 

 The single building present at the site is the armory constructed in 1956. The building is older than 50 
years and requires evaluation.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Melrose as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.27 Methuen (25B75) 

The Methuen RC consists of two buildings on 6 acres (Figure D-29). The built environment consists of 
the armory, an MVSB, paved parking areas at the rear of the armory and in a strip along the west side 
between the armory and the MVSB, and a large grassy area. The site is located on the floodplain of the 
Merrimack River.  

The MAARNG had plans to upgrade this site to accommodate two additional units in FY 2009. As part of 
the improvements, the MVSB will be demolished and a new building and parking areas will be 
constructed behind the existing armory. The MAARNG has initiated negotiations on an MOA with the 
NGB, MHC, and Methuen Historical Commission regarding the adverse effects resulting from the 
proposed improvements; the MOA specifies photo documentation of the armory and MVSB as 
mitigation. A draft of the MOA has been reviewed by the MHC and Methuen Historical Commission; 
however, completion of the review process is pending submission of revised design plans by the 
MAARNG.  

Cultural Resources Summary 
 There are 6 acres at this site. The site’s floodplain setting would suggest a high potential for 

archaeological deposits. An archaeological intensive (locational) survey conducted at the site on all 
unpaved acreage occurred in October 2004 (Ingham and Cherau 2004). The survey identified two pre-
Contact Native American find spots and a small collection of post-Contact/modern debris. Neither of 
the find spots is considered eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

 Of the two buildings present at the site, both are eligible for listing on the NRHP (Tremont 
Preservation Services 1996; Chase-Hartell 2002). The armory (A0001) was built in 1913 and the 
MVSB (L0002) was built in the 1950s. Both buildings have been photo-documented to MHC 
standards (Walsh 2003c). 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Methuen as part of their ancestral lands. No 
historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a local 
historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-28. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT MELROSE 
(BOSTON NORTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-29. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT METHUEN 
(LAWRENCE, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.28 Middleboro (25B80) 

The Middleboro RC consists of one building on D.12 acres (Figure D-30). The built environment 
includes an armory on a level and mostly paved site. The site plans suggest that the southwestern corner 
of the lot (approx. 0.89 acres) might be undisturbed.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are D.12 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. The 
potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to range from low to moderate because 
approximately 0.89 acre might be undisturbed. 

 The single building present at this site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1957 and requires 
evaluation for NRHP eligibility.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Middleboro as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.29 Milford STARC Headquarters (25B87) 

The MAARNG Headquarters in Milford comprises four buildings on 107 acres (Figure D-31). The built 
environment includes four buildings; one structure; lawns on the east, north, and northwest of the site; 
and a large parking lot on the west side. The remaining acreage at the site is unpaved woodland that 
includes a large number of designated wetlands. Several building foundations of unknown date are 
located along the western side of the site, in the woodlands; these might be associated with a mill pond 
and dam across the perimeter road from the site. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 107 acres at this site. In 2003, the course of a proposed fitness trail at HQ STARC in 
Milford was subjected to intensive (locational) archaeological survey (Donta and Wendt 2002; Donta 
2003). The survey, which was completed in two separate mobilizations, recorded two sites: a pre-
Contact lithic scatter and a 19th-century chimney and associated debris. Both sites were 
recommended for further investigation and evaluation if they could not be avoided by the proposed 
fitness trail; however, the fitness trail was rerouted to avoid both sites. The remaining unpaved 
acreage at this site has not been inventoried. Much of the acreage is categorized as wetlands; areas 
between wetlands are considered to retain moderate to high potential for preservation of 
archaeological deposits. 

 Of the four buildings and one structure present at this site, three are primary buildings on the site. The 
three buildings include a D-story metal clad office building (A0001), a single-story link building, and 
a single-story warehouse. They were all constructed in 1981 for Data General Corporation, and 
purchased by the MAARNG in 1996. These three connected buildings are surrounded by extensive 
lawns. Further downhill of the west parking lot is the fourth building, which is a single-story brick 
office building. A one-story metal garage structure lies adjacent to this building. The office building 
and structure were both constructed by the MAARNG in 1997 and subsequently leased to the 
Massachusetts Air National Guard. These latter buildings are surrounded on the west and south by 
paved parking and are enclosed by a chain-link fence. None of these buildings have significant Cold 
War associations that would make them eligible under Criteria Consideration G. 
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FIGURE D-30. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT MIDDLEBORO 
(BRIDGEWATER, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-31. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT MILFORD 
(MILFORD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 

 
 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Milford as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 

indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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D.2.30 Natick (Speen Street) (25B95) 

The MAARNG site at Natick is on 2D.34 acres (Figure D-32). Total acreage owned by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts at this location is 31.7, 2D.34 acres of which fall within the fence line 
of the MAARNG Speen Street site. The built environment includes 12 buildings on a mostly paved site. 
There is a small wooded area is behind Building D. This latter paved area (approximately 1.87 acres) is 
located on a peninsula jutting out into Lake Cochituate. 

The MAARNG initiated abatement of hazardous materials in the buildings and structures at this site in 
2006 in preparation for eventual demolition of the buildings and structures and transfer of this site to the 
Commonwealth. Prior to initiation of abatement actions, the MAARNG negotiated an MOA with the 
MHC and the Natick Historical Society regarding the adverse impacts on the historic district resulting 
from abatement and eventual demolition. Mitigation measures implemented under the MOA included 
photo-documentation (MHC standards) (Walsh 2005c). 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2D.34 acres at this site. An intensive (locational) archaeological survey of this acreage 
(Cherau 2005a) found that the entire area has been cut and filled. Shovel test profiles revealed graded 
land surfaces with fill soils directly overlying the C-horizon subsoil. The disturbances seem to be 
related in part to the WWII era rail line/depot that extends through the unpaved part of the site. No 
cultural materials were collected. The remaining paved acreage at the site is likely to have been 
disturbed by previous land use and construction and is considered to retain minimal potential for 
archaeological deposits. 

 All 12 buildings and associated structures present at this site are eligible as contributing resources to a 
historic district (Walsh 2003b). The buildings were constructed between 1920 and 1936. The gates of 
the site and 10 ammunition storage buildings/huts also are included in the district. As noted above, 
the buildings and structures at this site have been subjected to hazardous materials abatement and will 
likely be demolished prior to transfer of the property back to the Commonwealth. 

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claims Natick as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-32. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT NATICK 
(FRAMINGHAM, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.31 Newburyport (25C05) 

The Newburyport RC consists of three buildings on 19.13 acres (Figure D-33). The built environment 
includes the buildings, paved drives and parking lots, and lawns and grassy areas. One of the buildings, an 
1822 powder house relocated to this site in 1950, lies on a small knoll surrounded by wetlands. There is a 
seasonal stream along one side of the property. The ocean is 3 to 4 miles away.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 19.13 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. The 
potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to retain moderate to high potential for 
preservation of archaeological deposits. 

 All three buildings present at the site are individually eligible for listing on the NRHP (Chase-Hartell 
2002). The buildings are the 1956 armory (A0001), a 1951 MVSB (L0001), and the 1822 powder 
house. The readiness center was evaluated as eligible under Criteria Consideration G based on its 
association with Vietnam War protests. In 1969, Katherine Powers and Susan Sacks blew up the arms 
vault and stole weapons to use in their Vietnam War protest. It has not been evaluated under NRHP 
Criteria A–D. Built originally on Godfrey’s Hill in Newburyport, the powder house was relocated to 
this parcel prior to the transfer of the land from the town to the MAARNG and construction of the 
armory and MVSB.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Newburyport as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.32 Newton (25C10) 

The Newton RC consists of one building, paved drives, and parking lots on 0.84 acres (Figure D-34). 
Historic photos and site plans indicate that the entire parcel was built up and filled prior to paving.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 0.84 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site; 
however the potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to be minimal due to 
disturbance from construction. 

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). Constructed in 1911, the building is 
eligible for listing in the NRHP (Newton Historical Commission 1987). 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Newton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-33. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT NEWBURYPORT 
(NEWBURYPORT, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-34. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT NEWTON 
(BOSTON SOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.33 Northampton (Florence) (25C20) 

The Northampton (Florence) RC consists of two buildings and several parking areas on 40 acres (Figure 
D-35). The built environment includes an armory and storage shed within a fenced area on top of a hill. 
The remaining acreage at the site is undeveloped woodland. Water sources in close proximity to the site 
include wetlands, Florence Pond, and Mill River.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 40 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. The 
potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to retain a moderate to high potential for 
preservation of archaeological deposits. 

 The two buildings present at this site include the 1969 armory (A0001) and the 1970 storage shed 
(A0002). Both buildings will be evaluated for NRHP eligibility when they reach 50 years in age. 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Northampton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.34 Northbridge (Whitinsville) (25C25) 

The Northbridge (Whitinsville) RC consists of three buildings on 2.05 acres (Figure D-36). The built 
environment includes an armory, FMS Northbridge, a flammable material storage locker, and a mixture 
of paved and unpaved drives and parking areas. The acreage was extensively graded when the readiness 
center was constructed in 1959.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 2.05 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site, 
however, the potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to be minimal due to extensive 
grading when the readiness center was constructed. 

 All three buildings present at the site will need to evaluate for determining their eligibility for listing 
to the NRHP because they will reach 50 years of age during the life of this ICRMP. The armory 
(A0001) was constructed in 1959, the FMS (L0001) was constructed in 1960, and the flammable 
material storage locker (L0002) was constructed in 1962.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Northbridge as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-35. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT NORTHAMPTON (FLORENCE) 
(EASTHAMPTON, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-36. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT NORTHBRIDGE (WHITINSVILLE) 
(UXBRIDGE, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.35 Pittsfield (25C35) 

The Pittsfield RC consists of three buildings on D.7 acres (Figure D-37). The built environment includes 
an armory, FMS Pittsfield, flammable materials storage locker, paved drives and parking areas. The 
acreage includes a wide strip of a grassy area west of the FMS. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are D.7 acres at this site. An archaeological survey and testing of the unpaved acreage at this 
site (Cherau 2005b) indicated the presence of fill/disturbed soils to depths of at least 2.5 feet across 
most of the unpaved areas. Modern field trash (plastic, window glass, bottle glass, wire nails) was 
encountered (but not saved) in the fill soils to depths of 65 centimeters below surface (cmbs) in these 
test pits. The fill was observed in two distinct layers, the second of which was extremely compact to 
the maximum possible depth of 65 cmbs. Remnant intact soils were encountered in only two test pits: 
a landscaped A-horizon underlain by a B-horizon to 75 cmbs. No cultural materials were recovered in 
the intact B-horizon in these two test pits. Given the uniform flatness of the property, it appears likely 
the ground surface was graded and filled as part of the construction of the site. No further 
archaeological investigations will be recommended because of the identified disturbances/fill soils 
and lack of significant cultural deposits.  

 All three buildings present at the site will turn 50 years in age during the life of this ICRMP and will 
require evaluation for NRHP eligibility. The armory (A0001) was constructed in 1962, the FMS 
(L0001) was constructed in 1961, and the flammable material storage locker (L0002) was constructed 
in 1962.  

 The federally recognized Stockbridge Munsee Tribe of Mohican Indians claim Pittsfield as part of 
their ancestral lands, but have not indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or 
other resources of traditional or religious value to the Tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.36 Plymouth (25C40) 

The Plymouth RC is on 0.28 acres (Figure D-38). The built environment includes an armory and paved 
parking lot.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 0.28 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory has not been conducted at this site. The 
potential for intact archaeological deposits is considered to have minimal potential for preservation of 
archaeological deposits based on previous construction disturbance. 

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1910 and is 
eligible for listing in the NRHP (Murphy 1978). It is included in the Plymouth Village Historic 
District in 1995. 
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FIGURE D-37. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT PITTSFIELD 
(PITTSFIELD WEST, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-38. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT PLYMOUTH 
(PLYMOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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 The Plymouth site falls within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Tribe; however, neither the 
federally recognized WGTH-A nor Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe have indicated whether they consider 
the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or religious value to the Tribe. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.37 Quincy (25C45) 

The Quincy RC consists of three buildings on 1.85 acres (Figure D-39). The built environment includes 
an armory, an MVSB, a flammable materials storage locker, and a large paved parking area. A small lawn 
is located in front of the armory. The site is located next to a brook with a historic bridge over it. This area 
appears to have been partially filled to raise the bridge above the brook’s floodplain. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 1.85 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory at the site has not been conducted. 
Given the proximity of the site to a water source, if undisturbed soils exist below the fill and 
pavement, the archaeological potential of the site is considered to be moderate.  

 Of the three buildings present at the site, two have been evaluated for the NRHP. The 1924 armory 
(A0001) and the 1950 MVSB (L0001) are eligible for listing on the NRHP (Fannin-Lehner 1984; 
Chase-Hartell 2003). The readiness center also is included in the Quincy Center Local Historic 
District. The remaining building, a flammable materials storage locker (L0002), was constructed in 
1963 and will be evaluated for NRHP eligibility as appropriate. 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Northampton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.38 Rehoboth (25178) 

The MAARNG site at Rehoboth includes nine buildings on 14.6 acres (Figure D-40). The built 
environment includes four readiness centers, an MVSB, two storage buildings, a dining site, and a 
police/MP station. Hillside areas outside the fenced portion of the site are covered with maple, birch, oak, 
and pine trees. 

In 2006, the MAARNG negotiated an MOA with the MHC and the Rehoboth Historic Commission 
regarding the adverse effects associated with demolition of three buildings (C-8, C-9, C-11) and 
modifications to the remaining buildings. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 14.6 acres at this site. Archaeological survey and testing of the unpaved portions of the site 
(Graves and Cherau 2005a) found intact soil profiles in several locations, but did not encounter any 
archaeological deposits.  

 Of the nine buildings and structures present at this site, all but the climate-controlled storage building 
are considered contributing elements to a potential historic district (Walsh 2005a). Constructed in 
1955, these buildings originally functioned as components of the PR-19 Nike Missile Control Area 
(1955–1979). The climate-controlled storage building was constructed in 2001. In mitigation for 
demolition of three buildings (C-8, C-9, C-11) and proposed modifications to the exteriors of several 
of these buildings, all of the buildings were photo-documented in 2005 (Walsh 2005b). 
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FIGURE D-39. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT QUINCY 
(BOSTON SOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-40. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT REHOBOTH 
(TAUNTON, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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 The Rehoboth site falls within the ancestral lands of the Wampanoag Tribe; however, neither the 

federally recognized WTGH-A nor Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe have indicated whether they consider 
the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or religious value to the Tribe. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.39 Springfield (25C75) 

The Springfield RC consists of an armory and a large parking area on 3 acres (Figure D-41). Small 
wooded areas on the northeastern and southwestern corners might contain undisturbed soils.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 3 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory of the site has not been conducted. The 
unpaved acreage in the wooded areas is considered to retain moderate potential for preservation of 
archaeological deposits. 

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1985 and will be 
evaluated at it reaches 50 years in age.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Springfield as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.40 Taunton (25C87) 

The Taunton RC consists of an armory on 6.5 acres (Figure D-42). The built environment includes an 
armory, two large parking lots, and one paved and one graveled lot. The remaining acreage is wooded. 
The parcel was open space, woods, and wetlands when the MAARNG purchased it in 1997; the wetlands 
are habitat for an endangered species of frog. The MAARNG graded and filled the land under the armory 
and parking areas, but constructed a retaining wall behind the readiness center to prevent runoff into the 
wetlands. The south parking lot used crushed stone rather than pavement for the same reason. The site lies 
adjacent to the 100-foot buffer for the Taunton River. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 6.5 acres at this site. An archaeological inventory of the site has not been conducted. 
Archaeological potential for the wooded acreage of the site is considered to be high due to the site’s 
proximity to the wetlands and the Taunton River. 

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1997 and will be 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility when it reaches 50 years in age.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Taunton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-41. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT SPRINGFIELD 
(SPRINGFIELD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-42. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT TAUNTON 
(TAUNTON, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.41 Ware (25D00) 

The Ware RC consists of an armory and paved parking lot on D.48 acres (Figure D-43). The site lies on a 
north terrace of the Ware River. The south end of the site has been filled and graded, while the west side 
once included a leaching field that was removed in 1973–74 and filled. The area to the north of the 
armory includes a paved parking lot, but appears to be undisturbed between the parking lot and the fence 
line on the north and east of the parcel. The undisturbed acreage is approximately 0.9 acres. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are D.48 acres at this site, approximately 0.9 acres of which is undeveloped. An archaeological 
inventory of the site has not been conducted. The undeveloped acreage is considered to retain a 
moderate to high potential for preservation of archaeological deposits due to the proximity of the site 
to the Ware River. 

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). Constructed in 1957, this building 
requires evaluation to determine its NRHP eligibility.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Ware as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.42 Wellesley (25967) 

The Wellesley RC consists of an armory and a parking area on acreage leased from the Massachusetts Air 
National Guard (Figure D-44). The site lies on a sandy bluff overlooking the Charles River. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 An intensive (locational) archaeological survey conducted within the 2.9 unpaved acres at this site 
(Cherau 2005a) revealed disturbed soil profiles in all test pits. A mid-20th century glass milk bottle 
surface midden was encountered in the tested area. These were the only cultural deposits observed 
during the field investigations.  

 The single building present at the site is the armory (A0001). It was constructed in 1965 and will be 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility when it reaches 50 years in age.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Wellesley as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-43. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT WARE 
(NORTH BROOKFIELD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-44. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT WELLESLEY 
(BOSTON SOUTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.43 Westfield (Franklin Street) (25D10) 

The Westfield RC consists of four buildings on 4.48 acres (Figure D-45). The built environment consists 
of an armory, FMS Westfield, an MVSB, a flammable materials storage locker, and a paved parking area. 
The site is situated on a level floodplain with 1.5 acres of unpaved land. The amount of grading that 
occurred during construction is unknown.  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 4.48 acres at this site. Archaeological survey and testing of the unpaved acreage was 
conducted in June 2005 (Cherau 2005b). Testing in the southwestern corner of the property, adjacent 
to an earthen dike near the river, encountered brick, coal, coal slag, and metal fragments in disturbed 
and graded soils. Lithic materials (12 pieces of chipping debris) were identified in two locations to 
either side of the readiness center, on a slightly elevated flat terrace adjacent to Franklin Street. The 
relative uniformity of the landform to either side of the readiness center suggests that the building was 
constructed in area of pre-Contact period occupation. The lithic debitage recovered on both sides of 
the readiness center building is tentatively interpreted as part of the same occupation, possibly part of 
a larger site area at this particular location on the Westfield River. The site was recommended for 
avoidance or further evaluation should future projects have the potential to impact the site deposit.  

 All four buildings present at this site have been assessed as eligible for listing on the NRHP as 
contributing resources to a historic district (Walsh 2004a). The buildings include the 1935 armory 
(A0001), the 1950 FMS (L0001), the 1941 MVSB (L0002), and the 1962 flammable materials 
storage locker (L0003). In 2005, the MAARNG negotiated an MOA with the MHC and Westfield 
Historical Society regarding the adverse effects associated with making improvements to this 
building. The building was photo-documented (MHC standards) as mitigation. 

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Northampton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.44 Westfield (Barnes Municipal Airport) (2597A) 

The MAARNG site at Barnes Municipal Airport (AASF #2) in Westfield includes four buildings on 30 
acres of land from the city of Westfield (Figure D-46). 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 30 acres of leased land at this site. No archaeological inventory or assessment for potential 
archaeological deposits has been conducted. 

 There are four buildings present at this site. All four buildings were constructed in 200D.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Northampton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-45. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT WESTFIELD  
(FRANKLIN ST) 

(BLANDFORD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-46. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT WESTFIELD  
(BARNES MUNICIPAL AIRPORT) 

(MOUNT TAM, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.45 Westover Air Force Base (25A75) 

The MAARNG site at Westover AFB consists of two buildings (Figure D-47). The MAARNG does not 
own or lease any acreage at this site. The buildings are a combined ARNG and U.S. Army Reserve 
Command (USARC) center (1994) and an unoccupied hangar (1956).  

Cultural Resources Summary 

 The MAARNG does not own or lease acreage at this site.  

 Of the two buildings that the MAARNG uses at this site, the 1956 unoccupied hangar (7400) will 
reach 50 years of age during the life of this ICRMP and will require evaluation for NRHP eligibility. 
A fire at the hangar in August 2003 destroyed approximately ¼ of the building. The remaining 
building is a combined ARNG and USARC center (7073) that was constructed in 1994. The 
MAARNG also uses portions of several other buildings in agreement with the U.S. Air Force.  

 No federally recognized Native American Tribes claim Northampton as part of their ancestral lands. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.46 Worcester (Lincoln Street) (25D35) 

The Worcester RC consists of three buildings on 4.46 acres (Figure D-48). The built environment 
includes an armory, FMS Westvover, a storage building, and paved parking areas. The site is primarily 
paved and the parcel appears to have been graded as part of construction. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 4.46 acres at this site. No archaeological inventory has been conducted for this site. The 
archaeological potential of the site is considered to be low. 

 Of the three buildings present at this site, the 1959 FMS (L0001) will reach 50 years of age during the 
life of this ICRMP and require evaluation for NRHP eligibility. The remaining two buildings are the 
armory (A0001) built in 1963 and a storage building (L0002) built in 1981. They will be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility when they reach 50 years in age.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Worcester as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-47. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT WESTOVER AFB 
(SPRINGFIELD NORTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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FIGURE D-48. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG SITE AT WORCESTER 
(LINCOLN ST AND SALISBURY ST) 

(WORCESTER NORTH, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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D.2.47 Worcester (Salisbury Street) (25D30) 

The MAARNG Military Museum and Archives, housed at the armory on Salisbury Street in Worcester, 
lies on 0.7 acres (Figure D-48). The MAARNG’s acreage at Salisbury Street is completely developed, 
being covered either by the armory or paved parking. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 0.7 acres at this site, all of which has been developed. No archaeological inventory has been 
conducted for this site and the potential is considered to be minimal. 

 The single building present at this site is the armory (A0001), constructed in 1891. It was listed on the 
NRHP in 1980 as part of Multiple Resource Area in downtown Worcester. (Pfieffer and Jenkins 
1979).  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Worcester as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 

D.2.48 Worcester (Skyline Drive) (25966) 

The MAARNG site on Skyline Drive in Worcester includes six buildings on 0.69 acres (Figure D-49). 
The MAARNG acquired the site from the Massachusetts Air National Guard in 2001; who used it for air 
traffic control and communications for flights out of Otis ANGB. Constructed in 1971, the site is situated 
on top of Millstone Hill and is surrounded by woods. The amount of disturbance resulting from 
construction of the site is unknown; however, hilltop locations are generally extensively graded. 

Cultural Resources Summary 

 There are 0.69 acres at this site. In 2005, PAL, Inc., completed an intensive (locational) 
archaeological survey of the approximate 0.5 unpaved acres (Graves and Cherau 2005b). Six 
judgemental test pits were excavated; these excavations encountered a low density of modern refuse 
and fill soils. Evidence of soil stripping was noted throughout, and no evidence of intact A-horizon 
soils was found. No further archaeological work is required for this site. 

 All six buildings were constructed in 1971 and will be evaluated for NRHP eligibility when they 
reach 50 years in age.  

 The state-recognized Nipmuc Nation claim Worcester as part of their ancestral lands, but have not 
indicated whether they consider the site to contain sacred sites or other resources of traditional or 
religious value to the tribe. 

 No historic districts or landscapes have been recorded at this site, and the site does not lie within a 
local historic district. 

 There are no known cemeteries at this site. 
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FIGURE D-49. TOPOGRAPHIC MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF MAARNG INSTALLATION AT WORCESTER 
(SKYLINE DRIVE) 

(SPRINGFIELD, MA, USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE). 
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MAARNG POINTS OF CONTACT 
Chief, Facility and Maintenance Officer  
COL Richard Crivello 
MAARNG STARC-HQ 
50 Maple Street, Milford, MA 01757 
 
Environmental Program Manager (EPM) 
MAARNG Environmental Office 
MAARNG STARC-HQ 
50 Maple Street, Milford, MA 01757 
 
NEPA Manager/CRM 
MAARGN Environmental Office MAARNG 
STARC-HQ 
50 Maple Street, Milford, MA01757 
 
Natural Resources Manager/ITAM Manager 
Dr. Mike Ciaranca 
Environmental and Readiness Center 
Bldg. 1204, West Inner Rd.  
Camp Edwards, MA 02542 
 
GIS Manager 
Kevin Bartsch 
Environmental and Readiness Center 
Bldg. 1204, West Inner Rd.  
Camp Edwards, MA 02542 
 
Master Planner 
Brian Nickerson 
Environmental and Readiness Center 
Bldg. 1204, West Inner Rd.  
Camp Edwards, MA 02542 
 
NONTRIBAL POINTS OF CONTACT 
Ms. Brona Simon, SHPO & Executive Director 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 
220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, MA 02125 
 

NATIVE AMERICAN POINTS OF 
CONTACT 
 
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head – 
Aquinnah 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Cheryl Andrews-Maltais 
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) 
20 Black Brook Road 
Aquinnah, MA 02535 
 
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council, 
Inc. 
Cedric Cromwell, Tribal Chairman 
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council 
P.O. Box 1048 
483 Great Neck Road South,  
Mashpee MA 02649 
 
Stockbridge – Munsee Tribe of Mohican, 
Wisconsin 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Sherry White 
P.O. Box 70 
Bowler, WI 54416 

Mark Begley, Environmental Management Commission 
c/o Environmental and Readiness Center 
Bldg. 1204, West Inner Rd.  
Camp Edwards, MA 02542 
 
Dr. Cheryl Huckerby 
Cultural Resources Specialist 
National Guard Bureau 
1100 S. George Mason Dr. 
Arlington, VA 02542 
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ICRMP ANNUAL REPORT TEMPLATE 
 
To:  NGB Cultural Resource Program Manager 

From:       

Subject: ARNG Annual Report on Implementation Status of the ARNG ICRMP and Cultural Resource 
Management Program. 

Date:       

Reporting Period: (Period report covers, i.e. 1 May 06 – 1 May 07) 

 

Program Overview: (Short Paragraph covering major accomplishments, actions and any potential problems 
both current and foreseeable.) 

       

Projects and Their Status for Reporting Period: (List all projects: proposed, those completed during, and 
on-going. If a table is already available, paste in or submit as separate sheet and reference here.) 

       

Projects Proposed for Next Reporting Period: (List all projects in STEP or at least planned to be entered 
into STEP for the next reporting period that is known at the time of the report writing. If a table is already available, 
paste in or submit as a separate sheet and reference here.) 

       

Updated State Historic Preservation Office Contact Information: (Enter Point of Contact and contact 
information.) 

       

Updated Native American Contact Information: (Enter Point of Contact and contact information as 
applicable.) 

 

Section 106 Associated with Readiness Centers under the Readincess Center Programmatic 
Agreement(Provide a list of all Section 106 compliance actions completed using the PA, including 
adverse effects, no adverse effects, and exempted actions)) 
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APPENDIX H 

CULTURAL RESOURCES LAWS AND REGULATIONS 
 

AR 200-1 is available at: http://www.army.mil/usapa/epubs/pdf/r200 1.pdf 
 

http://www.army.mil/usapa/epubs/pdf/r200_1.pdf
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Cultural Resources Laws and Regulations 
Cultural resources are defined as historic properties in the NHPA; as cultural items in the NAGPRA; as 
archaeological resources in ARPA; as sacred sites (to which access is provided under the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 [AIRFA]) in EO 13007; and as collections and associated records 
in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 79, Curation of Federally Owned and Administered 
Collections. Requirements set forth in NEPA, the NHPA, ARPA, NAGPRA, AIRFA, 36 CFR Part 79, 
EO 13007, EO 13175, and their implementing regulations, define the MAARNG’s compliance 
responsibilities for management of cultural resources. AR 200-1 specifies Army policy for cultural 
resources management. The following list of federal statutes and regulations are applicable to the 
management of cultural resources at MAARNG sites. 

H.1 Brief Overview 

H.1.1 Federal Laws and Regulations 

All federal laws, regulations, and major court decisions can be accessed online from Cornell University 
Law Library at http://www.law.cornell.edu/. All Army regulations, pamphlets, publications, and forms 
can be accessed online at: http://aec.army.mil/usace/cultural/index/. The MAARNG is not responsible for 
the content of referenced Web sites. 

 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. NEPA sets forth a national policy that encourages and 
promotes productive harmony between humans and their environment. NEPA procedures require that 
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and 
before actions are taken. The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make decisions that 
are based on an understanding of environmental consequences and take actions that protect, restore, 
and enhance the environment. NEPA also provides opportunities for input from Tribes and the public 
into the decision-making process. Regulation 40 CFR 1500–1508 establishes the policy requirements 
that are binding on all federal agencies for implementing NEPA. Additional guidance on how to 
complete the NEPA process is provided in the NEPA Handbook developed by the NEPA Committee 
of the Environmental Advisory Council [GKO/ARNG/G-4/Conservation/NEPA/Guidance/2006 
Version of NEPA Handbook]. This ICRMP is subject to NEPA analysis and documentation 
requirements. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) 
prepared for the original ICRMP are considered to remain valid for the ICRMP revision; therefore, 
additional NEPA review completed for the ICRMP revision is restricted to an internal REC, provided 
with a copy of the FNSI for the original ICRMP; and review correspondence in Appendix B.  

 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The NHPA establishes the federal 
government’s policy to provide leadership in the preservation of historic properties and to administer 
federally owned or controlled historic properties in the spirit of stewardship. Regulation 36 CFR 800 
sets forth the procedural requirements to identify, evaluate, and determine effects of all undertakings 
on historic properties.  

 Curation of Federally Owned and Administered Archaeological Collections. Regulation 36 CFR 
Part 79 defines collections and sets forth the requirements for processing, maintaining, and curating 
archaeological collections. However, NAGPRA cultural items and human remains shall be managed 
in accordance with NAGPRA and 43 CFR 10. 

 Antiquities Act of 1906. This act provides information on penalties for damage and destruction of 
antiquities.  

http://www.law.cornell.edu/
http://aec.army.mil/usace/cultural/index/
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 Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979. ARPA provides for the protection of 
archaeological resources and sites that are on public lands and American Indian lands and fosters 
increased cooperation and exchange of information. 

 Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (AHPA). This act provides for the 
preservation of historical and archaeological data, including relics and specimens. 

 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990, as amended. NAGPRA 
provides guidelines on the ownership or control of American Indian cultural items and human 
remains that are excavated or discovered on federal or tribal lands after 16 November 1990. 43 CFR 
10 sets forth the requirements and procedures to carry out the provisions of NAGPRA.  

 American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. AIRFA provides for the protection and 
preservation of traditional religions of American Indians. 

 Presidential Memorandum dated 29 April 1994 – Government-to-Government Relations with 
Native American Tribal Governments. This memorandum outlines the principles that executive 
departments and agencies are to follow in their interactions with American Indian tribal governments. 

 Executive Order 11593 – Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment. This EO 
orders the federal government to provide leadership in preserving, restoring, and maintaining the 
historic and cultural environment of the nation by initiating measures necessary to preserve, restore, 
and maintain (for the inspiration and benefit of the people) federally owned sites, structures, and 
objects of historical, architectural, or archaeological significance.  

 Executive Order 13006 – Locating Federal Facilities on Historic Properties in our Nation’s 
Central Cities. This EO orders the federal government to utilize and maintain, wherever 
operationally appropriate and economically prudent, historic properties and districts, especially those 
located in central business areas. 

 Executive Order 13007 – Indian Sacred Sites. This EO guides each executive branch agency on 
accommodating access to and ceremonial use of American Indian sacred sites by American Indian 
religious practitioners, and avoiding adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites. 

 Executive Order 13175 – Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments. This 
EO directs the federal government to establish regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration 
with tribal officials in the development of federal policies that have tribal implications, strengthen the 
United States government-to-government relationships with federally recognized Tribes and Native 
Hawaiian organizations, and reduce the imposition of unfunded mandates upon such groups. 

 Executive Order 13287 – Preserve America. This EO directs the federal government to provide 
leadership in preserving America’s heritage by actively advancing the protection, enhancement, and 
contemporary use of the historic properties owned by the federal government; promoting 
intergovernmental cooperation and partnerships for the preservation and use of historic properties; 
inventorying resources; and promoting ecotourism. 

 Executive Order 13327 – Federal Real Property Asset Management. Expressing the goal of 
promoting efficient and economical use of real property assets and ensuring management 
accountability and reforms, EO 13327 requires federal agencies to develop and submit asset 
management plans, incorporating the management requirements for historic property found in EO 
13287 (3 March 2003) and the environmental management requirements found in EO 13148 (21 
April 2000). The new EO also establishes the Federal Real Property Council, which is tasked to 
consider environmental costs associated with ownership of property, including restoration and 
compliance costs. 

 Executive Order 13423 – Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation 
Management. Expressing the goal of strengthening the environmental, energy, and transportation 
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management of Federal agencies, EO 13423 requires Federal agencies to conduct their 
environmental, transportation, and energy-related activities under the law in support of their 
respective missions in an environmentally, economically and fiscally sound, integrated, continuously 
improving, efficient, and sustainable manner.  

H.1.2 Department of Defense, Army and ARNG Guidance and 
Regulations 

 Department of Defense Instruction 4715.3 – Environmental Conservation Program. This 
instruction implements policy, assigns responsibility, and prescribes procedures for the integrated 
management of natural and cultural resources on property under DoD control. This instruction is 
currently being revised; a draft of the revised instruction is anticipated in Fiscal Year (FY) 2008. 

 Department of Defense Instruction 4710.02 – DoD Interactions with Federally-Recognized 
Tribes. This instruction implements DoD policy, assigns responsibilities, and provides procedures for 
DoD interactions with federally recognized tribes (hereafter referred to as ―Tribes‖) in accordance 
with DoD Directive 5134.01, DoD Directive 4715.1E, DoDI 4715.3, Secretary of Defense Policy 
dated October 20, 1998, EO 13175, and the Presidential Memorandum dated September 23, 1994. 

 32 CFR 651, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions. This regulation sets forth policy, 
responsibilities, and procedures for integrating environmental considerations into Army planning and 
decision-making, thus implementing Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. This 
regulation is used to prepare the EA to implement the ICRMP. 

 Army Regulation 200-1 – Environmental Protection and Enhancement. This regulation covers 
environmental protection and enhancement and provides the framework for the Army Environmental 
Management System. This regulation addresses environmental responsibilities of all Army 
organizations and agencies. Chapter 6 regulation establishes the Army’s policy for managing cultural 
resources to meet legal compliance requirements and to support the military mission. AR 200-1 
supersedes AR 200-4. 

 Department of Defense Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings (UFC 4-010-01). These 
standards provide appropriate, implementable, and enforceable measures to establish a level of 
protection against terrorist attacks for all inhabited DoD buildings where no known threat of terrorist 
activity currently exists. 

 National Guard Bureau – ARE-C All States Letter (P02-0058) – Cultural Resources 
Management Policy Guidance. This letter provides guidance for ICRMPs, annual update process, 
and templates for future ICRMPs. It also identifies nationwide goals for cultural resources programs. 

 National Guard Bureau – ARE-C ICRMP Guidance (see Appendix J).  

H.1.3 Federal Memoranda, Program Comments, and Agreements 

This section summarizes policy documents, memoranda, and agreements affecting the MAARNG at the 
national level.  

 World War II Temporary Buildings Programmatic Agreement (PA) (1986). The 1986 PA on 
World War II-era temporary buildings addresses these standardized buildings as a class in evaluation 
and documentation. The PA prescribes when demolition may proceed without further action and 
when the SHPO shall review the undertaking. Specifically, the PA allows demolition without further 
consultation for World War II-era temporary buildings; projects involving renovation, repair, 
rehabilitation, or movement of these buildings remain undertakings that require consultation with the 
SHPO. As part of the implementation of this PA, the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
documented representative examples of World War II-era temporary buildings across the United 
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States. The majority of representative examples selected for documentation occurred at three 
facilities: Fort McCoy in Wisconsin, Fort Drum in New York, and Camp Edwards in Massachusetts. 

 Draft Programmatic Agreement for ARNG Readiness Centers (scheduled for release in 2008). 
The Draft PA for ARNG Readiness Centers, scheduled for release in 2007, applies to both federally 
and state-owned Readiness Centers (previously designated as Armories) that are 50 years old or older, 
or that are considered eligible under NRHP criterion consideration G (Exceptional Significance). The 
terms of the Nationwide PA apply to ARNG undertakings concerning the maintenance and treatment, 
rehabilitation, renovation, and mothballing of Readiness Centers and associated structures and 
featured landscapes. The stipulations of the PA include a list of ARNG actions considered to be 
exempt from Section 106 review, a list of ARNG undertakings that could be completed with an 
expedited Section 106 review process, and procedures for undertakings not covered by the expedited 
review process. A national historic context document and a condition assessment of ARNG Readiness 
Centers were prepared as supporting documents for this PA. 

 Program Comment: DoD World War II- and Cold War-Era Ammunition Storage Facilities 
(implemented May 2007). DoD has developed a programmatic approach to NHPA Section 106 
compliance associated with management of Ammunition Storage Facilities through the Program 
Alternative allowed under 36 CFR 800.14. In the form of a Program Comment, this is a one-time 
action that covers all management activities for DoD Ammunition Storage Facilities built during 
World War II and the Cold War. The Program Comment issued by the ACHP covers undertakings 
including ongoing operations; maintenance and repair; rehabilitation; renovation; mothballing; 
ceasing maintenance activities; new construction; demolition; deconstruction and salvage; and 
transfer, lease, sale, or closure. The action covers approximately 29,100 buildings and structures 
within the overall DoD inventory of 397,389 buildings and structures. A copy of the Program 
Comment is included later in this appendix. This Program Comment does NOT apply to Ammunition 
Storage Facilities that are contributing elements to NRHP-eligible historic districts The MAARNG 
real property inventory for Camp Edwards includes ammunition storage bunkers covered under this 
Program Comment. 

 Program Comment: DoD Cold War-Era Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (implemented 
May 2007). DoD has developed a programmatic approach to NHPA Section 106 compliance 
associated with management of Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (UPH) through the Program 
Alternative allowed under 36 CFR 800.14. In the form of a Program Comment, is a one-time action 
that covers all management activities for DoD UPH built during the Cold War. The Program 
Comment issued by the ACHP will cover undertakings including ongoing operations; maintenance 
and repair; rehabilitation; renovation; mothballing; ceasing maintenance activities; new construction; 
demolition; deconstruction and salvage; and transfer, lease, sale and/or closure. The Proposed Action 
covers approximately 5,000 buildings and structures within the overall DoD inventory of 397,389 
buildings and structures. A copy of the Program Comment is included in later in this appendix. This 
Program Comment does NOT apply to UPH that are contributing elements to NRHP-eligible historic 
districts The MAARNG real property inventory for Camp Edwards includes UPH that falls under this 
Program Comment. 

H.1.4 State and Local Laws and Regulations 

The historic preservation laws in some states can be more restrictive than federal laws, and meeting the 
requirements of the state’s regulations can require additional or more extensive compliance activities on 
the part of the agency conducting a federal undertaking (36 CFR 800.16[y]). States might also have 
cemetery laws to consider (for example, Arkansas Act 753 of 1991, as amended, makes it a class D felony 
offense to knowingly disturb a human grave). Readiness centers (armories) can be a contributing element 
or located within a historic district. Historic districts could have covenants or building codes. A list of 
certified local governments can be found at http://www2.cr.nps.gov/clg/. 

http://www2.cr.nps.gov/clg/
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In cases where a project is not a federal undertaking (36 CFR 800.16[y]) for which the MAARNG or 
another federal agency is responsible for compliance with NHPA or other requirements, compliance with 
state, local, city, county, or certified local government laws and regulations would be required. A 
common example of an action that generally does not involve compliance with federal regulations is an 
action such as maintenance, repairs, remodeling, or demolition of a historic building or land that is not 
owned or leased by the federal government, does not support a federal mission, and where no federal 
funding federal permit or other assistance is involved.  

In cases where a project is a federal undertaking for which the MAARNG or another federal agency is 
responsible for compliance with NHPA or other requirements, both federal and state laws can apply. An 
example of this action is when the federal undertaking affects a historic property owned and managed by 
the state. Another example is if the action occurs on state-owned land, state permits for archaeological 
work on state land could be required.  

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 9, Sections 26–27C as amended by Chapter 
254 of the Acts of 1988 (950 CMR 71.00) 
This law directs the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), among other tasks, to advise other 
state agencies as to the preservation of historic, architectural, and archaeological resources during any 
state undertakings; to conduct a statewide survey of historic properties; to maintain a State Register of 
Historic Places; and to develop a historic preservation plan. ―Chapter 254 review‖ is similar to section 
106 review. The regulations implementing chapter 9, section 27C, as amended by chapter 254, provide 
that upon a finding of adverse effect on a State Register property by the MHC, the state body undertaking 
the project shall consult with MHC regarding, and must adopt, all feasible and prudent means to 
eliminate, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. The MHC conducts chapter 254 and section 106 
review simultaneously. The MHC is the SHPO in Massachusetts. 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), Massachusetts General Laws 
Chapter 30, Sections 61 through 62 H, inclusive (301 CMR 11.00) 
The purpose of MEPA and its implementing regulations is to provide meaningful opportunity for public 
review of the potential environmental impacts of projects for which state agency action is required, and to 
assist state agencies in using all feasible means to avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental damage 
that has been identified. For the purposes of this law, adverse effects on historic properties are included 
within the definition of ―environmental damage.‖ The statute provides the procedure, the Environmental 
Impact Report, by which that obligation is satisfied, and authorizes the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs to oversee the review process. MEPA applies to projects directly undertaken by state agencies as 
well as to private projects for which state permits are sought or in which state funding or land transfer is 
involved. In addition, section 61 of MEPA affirmatively requires that any Massachusetts agency or 
authority taking an action subject to MEPA must issue its finding specifying, based on the Final 
Environmental Impact Report, all feasible measures to avoid environmental damage, or, to the extent that 
damage cannot be avoided, measures to minimize and mitigate damage to the environment to the 
maximum extent practicable. MEPA does not apply to the preparation of the ICRMP. It is a parallel state 
law to federal laws such as NEPA and NHPA, which could apply to future actions during implementation 
of the ICRMP. 

Massachusetts Unmarked Burial Law 
The Massachusetts Unmarked Burial Law (Chapter 38, Section 6; Chapter 9, Sections 26A and 27C; and 
Chapter 7, Section 38A, of the Massachusetts General Laws, as amended) can be accessed via 
http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/mhcpdf/kn4.pdf. The basic procedures outlined in this law are 
summarized in the MHC’s ―Know How #4‖ fact sheet, which is provided at the end of this appendix. 

http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/mhcpdf/kn4.pdf
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H.1.5 State Memoranda and Agreements 

The following Memoranda of Agreement (MOA) have been negotiated between the MAARNG and 
various agencies or Tribes. The first two of these agreements represent statewide agreements; the 
remaining documents are specific to mitigation measures completed as part of section 106 compliance for 
undertakings completed by the MAARNG. 

 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Between the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the United 
States Army and National Guard Bureau (2001). This MOA among the Governor of Massachusetts, 
the Army, the NGB, the MAARNG, and various state environmental agencies establishes a long-term 
management structure for the northern 15,000 acres of the Massachusetts Military Reservation 
(MMR). It ensures the permanent protection of the drinking water supply and the wildlife habitat, and 
ensures that military and other activities are compatible with such protection. 

 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Between the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head - Aquinnah and 
the Massachusetts Army National Guard for Cultural Resources Planning and Management (2001). 
This MOU sets forth principles and procedures to guide the conservation, protection, and 
management of cultural resources on land under the ownership, control, or use of the MAARNG. It 
establishes a coordination framework between MAARNG and the Tribes, and delineates the Tribes’ 
role in the development and implementation of the ICRMP. 

 MOA between National Guard Bureau, the Massachusetts Army National Guard, and the 
Massachusetts State Preservation Office Regarding Improvements at Framingham Facility (2004).  

 MOA between National Guard Bureau, the Massachusetts Army National Guard, and the 
Massachusetts State Preservation Office Regarding Abatement Actions at Building 102, Camp 
Edwards (2004).  

 MOA between National Guard Bureau, the Massachusetts Army National Guard, and the 
Massachusetts State Preservation Office Regarding Alterations to the Westfield Motor Vehicle 
Storage Building, Massachusetts (2006).  

 MOA between National Guard Bureau, the Massachusetts Army National Guard, and the 
Massachusetts State Preservation Office Regarding Improvements at the Rehoboth Facility (2006).  

 MOA between National Guard Bureau, the Massachusetts Army National Guard, and the 
Massachusetts State Preservation Office Regarding Abatement of Hazardous Materials within 
Structures at Speen Street, Natick (2006).  

H.2 National Historic Preservation Act Guidance 

H.2.1 Section 106  

Section 470f. Effects of Federal Undertakings upon property listed in the NRHP; comment by the ACHP 
(the NHPA, Section 106) states: 

The head of any federal agency having a direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed 
federal or federally assisted undertaking in any state and the head of any federal 
department or independent agency having authority to license an undertaking shall, prior 
to approval of he expenditure of any federal funds on the undertaking or prior to the 
issuance of any license, as the case may be, take into account the effects of the 
undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. The head of any such 
federal agency shall afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation established 
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under part B of this subchapter a reasonable opportunity to comment with regard to such 
undertaking. 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires the ―head of any federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction 
over a proposed federal or federally assisted undertaking in any state and the head of any federal 
department or independent agency having authority to license any undertaking shall, prior to the approval 
of the expenditure of any federal funds on the undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the 
case may be, take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or 
object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register. The head of any such federal 
agency shall afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation . . . a reasonable opportunity to 
comment with regard to such undertaking.‖ 

For the MAARNG, this requirement applies to undertakings on federal property (lands or buildings) or 
state property with federal actions (such as funding or permits). Projects that have no federal involvement 
(e.g., no federal funding, no federal action, no federal permits, no federal property) do not fall under 
Section 106 of the NHPA; however, check state and local preservation laws and regulations (see 
Appendix H.1). 

Consultation with the SHPO and/or the ACHP is a critical step in this process. If an undertaking on 
federal lands may affect properties having historic value to a Tribe, such Tribe shall be afforded the 
opportunity to participate as consulting parties during the consultation process defined in 36 CFR 800 
(see Appendix H.3).  

The Section 106 process is designed to identify possible conflicts between historic preservation objectives 
and the proposed activity, and to resolve those conflicts in the public interest through consultation. 
Neither NHPA nor ACHP regulations require that all historic properties must be preserved. They only 
require the agency to consider the effects of the proposed undertaking on those properties and fulfill the 
procedural requirements for the NHPA prior to implementation. 

Failure to take into account the effects of an undertaking on historic properties, and afford the ACHP a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on such effects, can result in formal notification from the ACHP to 
the head of the federal agency of foreclosure of the ACHP’s opportunity to comment on the undertaking 
pursuant to NHPA. Litigation or other forms of redress can be used against the federal agency in a 
manner that can halt or delay critical activities or programs. 

The ACHP provides the following summary of the Section 106 process (excerpted from www.achp.gov, 
incorporates amendments effective Aug. 5, 2004), as well as the flowchart provided as Figure H-1. 
Hotlinks included in the text are those provided by the ACHP.  

 Introduction. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires 
Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and 
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment. The 
historic preservation review process mandated by Section 106 is outlined in regulations issued by 
ACHP. Revised regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800), became effective 
January 11, 2001, and are summarized below.  

  

http://www.achp.gov/
http://www.achp.gov/nhpa.html
http://www.achp.gov/aboutachp.html
http://www.achp.gov/regs.html
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Source: http://www.achp.gov/regsflow.html 

FIGURE H-1. SECTION 106 REGULATIONS FLOWCHART. 
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 Initiate Section 106 process. The responsible Federal agency first determines whether it has an 
undertaking that is a type of activity that could affect historic properties. Historic properties are 
properties that are included in the National Register of Historic Places or that meet the criteria for the 
National Register. If so, the agency must identify the appropriate State Historic Preservation 
Officer/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer* (SHPO/THPO*) with whom to consult during the 
process. It should also plan to involve the public, and identify other potential consulting parties. If it 
determines that it has no undertaking, or that its undertaking is a type of activity that has no potential 
to affect historic properties, the agency has no further Section 106 obligations.  

 Identify historic properties. If the agency's undertaking could affect historic properties, the agency 
determines the scope of appropriate identification efforts and then proceeds to identify historic 
properties in the area of potential effects. The agency reviews background information, consults with 
the SHPO/THPO* and others, seeks information from knowledgeable parties, and conducts additional 
studies as necessary. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects listed in the National Register 
are considered; unlisted properties are evaluated against the National Park Service's published 
criteria, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO* and any Indian Tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization that may attach religious or cultural importance to them. 

If questions arise about the eligibility of a given property, the agency may seek a formal 
determination of eligibility from the National Park Service. Section 106 review gives equal 
consideration to properties that have already been included in the National Register as well as 
those that have not been so included, but that meet National Register criteria.  

If the agency finds that no historic properties are present or affected, it provides documentation to 
the SHPO/THPO* and, barring any objection in 30 days, proceeds with its undertaking.  

If the agency finds that historic properties are present, it proceeds to assess possible adverse 
effects.  

 Assess adverse effects. The agency, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO*, makes an assessment of 
adverse effects on the identified historic properties based on criteria found in ACHP's regulations.  

If they agree that there will be no adverse effect, the agency proceeds with the undertaking and 
any agreed-upon conditions.  

 If they find that there is an adverse effect, or if the parties cannot agree and ACHP determines within 
15 days that there is an adverse effect, the agency begins consultation to seek ways to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects.  

 Resolve adverse effects. The agency consults to resolve adverse effects with the SHPO/THPO* and 
others, who may include Indian Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations, local governments, permit 
or license applicants, and members of the public. ACHP may participate in consultation when there 
are substantial impacts to important historic properties, when a case presents important questions of 
policy or interpretation, when there is a potential for procedural problems, or when there are issues of 
concern to Indian Tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations.  

Consultation usually results in an MOA, which outlines agreed-upon measures that the agency 
will take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. In some cases, the consulting parties 
may agree that no such measures are possible, but that the adverse effects must be accepted in the 
public interest.  

 Implementation. If an MOA is executed, the agency proceeds with its undertaking under the terms of 
the MOA.  

 Failure to resolve adverse effects. If consultation proves unproductive, the agency or the 
SHPO/THPO*, or ACHP itself, may terminate consultation. If a SHPO terminates consultation, the 
agency and ACHP may conclude an MOA without SHPO involvement. However, if a THPO* 

http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/welcome.htm
http://www.achp.gov/criteria.html
http://www.achp.gov/criteria.html
http://www.achp.gov/shpo.html
http://www.achp.gov/shpo.html
http://www.achp.gov/thpo.html
http://www.achp.gov/thpo.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/criteria.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/nps.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo#thpo
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terminates consultation and the undertaking is on or affecting historic properties on tribal lands, 
ACHP must provide its comments. The agency must submit appropriate documentation to ACHP and 
request ACHP's written comments. The agency head must take into account ACHP's written 
comments in deciding how to proceed.  

 Tribes, Native Hawaiians, and the public. Public involvement is a key ingredient in successful 
Section 106 consultation, and the views of the public should be solicited and considered throughout 
the process.  

The regulations also place major emphasis on consultation with Indian Tribes and Native 
Hawaiian organizations, in keeping with the 1992 amendments to NHPA. Consultation with an 
Indian Tribe must respect tribal sovereignty and the government-to-government relationship 
between the Federal Government and Indian Tribes. Even if an Indian Tribe has not been certified 
by NPS to have a THPO who can act for the SHPO on its lands, it must be consulted about 
undertakings on or affecting its lands on the same basis and in addition to the SHPO. 

Timing: The timing for identification surveys and evaluations in support of Section 106 undertakings will 
vary depending on the size and nature of the resources that may be affected by the undertaking, and the 
state of current knowledge (e.g., previous investigations) completed with the undertaking’s Area of 
Potential Effect (APE). The CRM can anticipate 4 to 6 months to complete investigations involving small 
numbers of buildings or small land parcels, and longer for projects involving large numbers of buildings 
or larger land parcels.  

Resolution of adverse effects (mitigation) could require an additional 6 to 12 months, depending on the 
complexity of the situation. In most cases, an MOA is developed. See Appendix I on agreement 
documents. 

Stakeholders in the process include Tribes and the public. 

H.2.2 Emergencies 

Per 36 CFR 800.12 (emergency situations), the timeline for Section 106 review of renovations and repairs 
to historic buildings can be substantially reduced if the renovation or repair is required as a result of an 
emergency situation (e.g., flooding, tornados, earthquakes, or hurricanes). The reduction of the timeline 
only applies in those situations where the President or the Governor has declared an official state of 
emergency. The CRM notifies the ACHP, the SHPO/THPO, and any other interested parties of the 
project; these parties then have 7 days rather than the traditional 30 days to comment on the undertaking. 
As a proactive measure, the MAARNG could also work with the ACHP, SHPO/THPO, and interested 
parties to develop a PA (see Appendix I) outlining streamlined procedures for emergency situations.  

Procedures: The CRM will ensure that all reasonable efforts are made to avoid or minimize disturbance 
of significant cultural resources during emergency operations and will communicate with applicable 
MAARNG personnel and SHPO/THPO/Tribes regarding potential effects on significant cultural 
resources that could occur in association with such activities. 

Upon notification of a proposed emergency operation, the CRM will notify the ACHP and consult with 
the SHPO and THPO/Tribes, as appropriate, regarding the known or likely presence of cultural resources 
in the area of the proposed operation. The ACHP, SHPO/THPO/Tribes are expected to reply (Tribes do 
not have approval authority) in 7 days or less. Notification may be verbal, followed by written 
communication. This applies only to undertakings that will be implemented within 30 days after the need 
for disaster or emergency has been formally declared by the appropriate authority. An agency may request 
an extension of the period of applicability prior to the expiration of the 30 days. The CRM will ensure that 

http://www.achp.gov/thpo.html
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the heads of all units involved in the project are briefed regarding the protocol to be followed in the case 
of the inadvertent discovery of cultural resources during emergency operations. 

Once the emergency has passed, the CRM will complete all appropriate actions to complete the Section 
106 process, including submittal of any reports or correspondence documenting the actions taken. 

H.2.3 BRAC Actions 

The 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission issued 190 separate DoD 
recommendations, including 837 distinct and identifiable BRAC "close" or "realign" actions. The purpose 
of BRAC actions is to save money and promote jointness between the Services. What BRAC means to 
the MAARNG cultural resources program is that all closures or realignments approved by the BRAC 
Commission affecting NRHP eligible or listed properties in the MAARNG real property inventory should 
be reviewed as Section 106 undertakings. The exception to this statement is closure of RCs (Armories); 
the BRAC language very specifically identifies the decision to close an RC as part of the realignment of 
forces within the MAARNG virtual installation as a state, rather than a federal action and, therefore, not 
subject to Section 106 review. State or local preservation laws and regulations could still apply to the RC 
closures, however. The language of the BRAC Commission reads, "Realign Devens Reserve Forces 
Training Area by relocating the 5th JTF, 654th ASG and the 382d MP Battalion to the new Armed Forces 
Reserve Center on Westover Air Reserve Base. The new Armed Forces Reserve Center shall have the 
capability to accommodate Massachusetts Army National Guard units from the Massachusetts Army 
National Guard Armory in Agawam Massachusetts, if the Commonwealth of Massachusetts decides to 
relocate those National Guard units.‖ 

H.2.4 Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
Executive Order 13287 “Preserve America” 

It is the Department of the Army’s responsibility to provide the report to the ACHP by 30 September of 
each year. The data are obtained from the Army integrated facilities system (IFS) and ARNG PRIDE 
databases. Each state CRM is responsible for updating the PRIDE database and responding to annual 
AEDB-EQ data calls to provide accurate data for this report. The specific reporting requirements outlined 
in EO 13287 (which cite Section 110 of the NHPA) include 

a. Accurate information on the state of federally owned historic properties is essential to achieving 
the goals of this order and to promoting community economic development through local 
partnerships. Each agency with real property management responsibilities shall prepare an 
assessment of the current status of its inventory of historic properties required by Section 
110(a)(2) of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470h-2(a)(2)), the general condition and management needs of 
such properties, and the steps underway or planned to meet those management needs. The annual 
assessment shall also include an evaluation of the suitability of the agency’s types of historic 
properties to contribute to community economic development initiatives, including heritage 
tourism, taking into account agency mission needs, public access considerations, and the long-
term preservation of the historic properties.  

b. Each agency with real property management responsibilities shall review its regulations, 
management policies, and operating procedures for compliance with Sections 110 and 111 of the 
NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470h-2 & 470h-3) and make the results of its review available to the ACHP 
and the Secretary of the Interior. If the agency determines that its regulations, management 
policies, and operating procedures are not in compliance with those authorities, the agency shall 
make amendments or revisions to bring them into compliance.  



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

H-14 September 2009 

c. Each agency with real property management responsibilities shall, by 30 September 2005, and 
every third year thereafter, prepare a report on its progress in identifying, protecting, and using 
historic properties in its ownership and make the report available to the ACHP and the Secretary 
of the Interior. The ACHP shall incorporate these data into a report on the state of the federal 
government’s historic properties and their contribution to local economic development and 
submit this report to the President by 15 February 2006, and every third year thereafter.  

d. Agencies may use existing information-gathering and reporting systems to fulfill the assessment 
and reporting requirements of subsections 3(a)-(c) of this order. 

e. The head of each agency shall designate a senior policy level official to have policy oversight 
responsibility for the agency’s historic preservation program and notify the ACHP and the 
Secretary of the Interior of the designation. This senior official shall be an assistant secretary, 
deputy assistant secretary, or the equivalent, as appropriate to the agency organization. This 
official, or a subordinate employee reporting directly to the official, shall serve as the ACHP 
federal preservation officer in accordance with Section 110(c) of the NHPA. The senior official 
shall ensure that the federal preservation officer is qualified consistent with guidelines established 
by the Secretary of the Interior for that position and has access to adequate expertise and support 
to carry out the duties of the position. 

Note – Policy limits NRHP nominations only to those properties the Army plans to develop for public use 
or transfer out of federal management through privatization efforts. Other nominations will be considered 
only when justified by exceptional circumstances. 

H.3 Regulatory Requirements for Tribal Consultation 

H.3.1 National Environmental Policy Act  

The purposes of tribal consultation under NEPA are to identify potential conflicts that would not 
otherwise be known to the MAARNG, and to seek alternatives that would resolve the conflicts. It should 
be clear to all that NEPA’s charge to ―preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage‖ cannot be fully met without informed consideration of American Indian heritage.  

An administratively key purpose is to develop documentary records sufficient to demonstrate that the 
MAARNG has taken adequate steps to identify, consult with, and weigh the interests of federally 
recognized Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations in its decision-making. Figure H-2 provides a 
flowchart summarizing Native American consultation in support of NEPA. 

An infringement of religious freedom, or a burden on religious practice, or a loss of religiously significant 
resources cannot be ―mitigated‖ in the usual sense of the word (i.e., to lessen, soften, lighten). It is 
possible, however, to deal with potential infringement, burden, or loss by developing alternatives or 
management options that would avoid the specific impact. Avoiding an impact by not taking a certain 
action or parts of an action fits within the meaning of mitigation as defined in NEPA. 

H.3.2 National Historic Preservation Act  

The NHPA requires the identification and consideration of potential adverse effects on properties that 
might be significant due to their traditional or historic importance to a federally recognized Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations. The specific requirement for consultation relative to Section 106 of the 
NHPA is in Section 101(d)(6), added by amendments passed in 1992. Figure H-3 provides a flowchart of 
how consultation with Tribes is integrated into the Section 106 review process. 
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Consultation for Section 106 purposes is limited to federally recognized Tribes and Native Hawaiian 
organizations. It focuses (1) on identifying properties with tribal religious or cultural significance that are 
potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, and (2) on taking into account the effects a proposed 
federal undertaking might have on them.  

The 1992 NHPA amendments add significant new provisions concerning American Indian tribal 
participation in historic preservation. Regarding consultation, besides Section 101(d)(6) discussed above, 
Section 110(a)(2) directs federal agencies’ programs to ensure  

―(D) that the agency’s preservation-related activities are carried out in consultation with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies, Indian tribes, [and others] carrying out historic 
preservation planning activities. . . and . . .  

―(E) that the agency’s procedures for compliance with Section 106—  

―(ii) provide a process for the identification and evaluation of historic properties . 
. . and the development and implementation of agreements, in consultation with 
State Historic Preservation Officers, local governments, [and] Indian tribes . . . 
regarding the means by which adverse effects . . . will be considered . . . .‖ 

The language in Section 101(d)(6), requiring agencies to consult with federally recognized Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations that attach religious and cultural significance to traditional properties that 
may be eligible for the NRHP, reinforces procedures.  

Under Section 101(d)(6)(B) and Section 110(E)(ii), consultation may be called for when data recovery is 
being considered to mitigate adverse effects on a property’s scientific importance, if the property also has 
ascribed religious and cultural significance.  

Where appropriate, such consultation opportunities may be used to meet the separate consultation 
requirements of 43 CFR 7.7 and Section 3(c) of NAGPRA, as well as those of Sections 101 and 110 of 
the NHPA.  

H.3.3 Archaeological Resources Protection Act  

ARPA, Section 4(c), requires notification of the appropriate federally recognized Tribes and Native 
Hawaiian organizations before approving a cultural resource use permit for the excavation (testing and 
data recovery) of archaeological resources (more than 100 years old), if the responsible CRM determines 
that a location having cultural or religious importance to the Tribe could be harmed or destroyed. Figure 
H-4 outlines the permitting process and consultation requirements for emergency excavations under 
ARPA. 
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FIGURE H-2. NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION IN SUPPORT OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT. 

 

DECISION TO PREPARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

INVITATION 
 

1. Officials must publish in the Federal 
Register a notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement. 

2. Native American tribes whose 
reservation land could be affected must 
be notified. 

CONSULTATION 
 

1. A Native American tribal representative must be included in the scoping process 
for assessing environmental impact. 

2. Other Native Americans, including traditional cultural leaders, may participate as 
interested parties. 

OUTCOMES 
 

Tribal concerns, as expressed through official representatives, will be addressed in any 
final outcome of the scoping process, including the environmental impact statement. 
Further, individual tribes may consider cooperating for the preparation of the 
environmental impact statement. 
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FIGURE H-3. NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106 COMPLIANCE 
(16 U.S.C. 470(F)) CONSULTATION 

 

The uniform regulations implementing ARPA include a provision that the MAARNG may also give 
notice to any other American Indian group known to consider potentially affected locations as being of 
religious or cultural importance (43 CFR 7.7(a)(2)).  

UNDERTAKING ON INDIAN 
LANDS 

UNDERTAKING ON NON-
INDIAN LANDS 

INVITATION 
 
1. Officials must invite a 

representative of the tribal 
governing body to be a 
consulting party. 

2. Traditional cultural leaders 
may participate as 
interested parties. 

INVITATION 
 
1. Officials must invite a tribal 

representative as a 
consulting party on proposed 
projects that could affect 
aboriginal land or resources 
of interest to tribes. 

2. Traditional cultural leaders 
may participate as interested 
parties. 

CONSULTATION 
 
Native American preservation 
issues and procedures must be 
incorporated into the 
consultation process. 

CONSULTATION 
 
Tribal leaders must be contacted 
as reviewing principals to the 
action. 

AGREEMENTS 
 

Compliance process concludes 
when a PA or MOA is agreed 
upon, or the ACHP provides 
comment to the Secretary of the 
Army. 

AGREEMENTS 
 
Compliance process concludes 
when a PA or MOA is agreed 
upon, or the ACHP provides 
comments to the Secretary of the 
Army. 
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H.3.4 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act  

The purpose of consultation under NAGPRA is to reach agreement as to the treatment and disposition of 
the specific kinds of ―cultural items‖ defined in the act: Native American human remains, funerary 
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony.  

The MAARNG is required to consult with the appropriate federally recognized Tribe, Native Hawaiian 
organization, or lineal descendant under four circumstances:  

 A summary of MAARNG holdings, dating from before the act, indicates that unassociated funerary 
objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are present 

 An inventory of MAARNG holdings, dating from before the act, finds human remains or associated 
funerary objects 

 The MAARNG is processing an application for a permit that would allow the excavation and removal 
of human remains and associated funerary objects from federal lands 

 Items covered by the act have been disturbed unintentionally.  

Only the last two of these circumstances are discussed here.  

Intentional Removal 

Under NAGPRA, the MAARNG must consult with appropriate federally recognized Tribes, Native 
Hawaiian organizations, or individuals prior to authorizing the intentional removal of American Indian 
human remains and funerary objects found with them.  

Documentation to show that consultation pursuant to Section 3(c) of NAGPRA has occurred must be 
included and maintained in the decision record.  

A cultural resource use permit or equivalent documentation is generally required before human remains 
and artifacts covered by the act may be excavated or removed from federal lands. Permit-related 
notification and consultation, if it is requested, are required by ARPA Section 4 and 43 CFR 7.7.  

When permit-related consultation will be taking place, it should be appropriate in most cases to use that 
opportunity to consult prospectively with respect to NAGPRA, to develop procedures to be followed in 
case human remains and cultural items are discovered. In any event, consultation for NAGPRA purposes 
must occur before the excavation or removal of human remains and cultural items may be authorized.  

Unintended Disturbance 

Human remains or cultural items subject to NAGPRA discovered as a result of a MAARNG or 
MAARNG -authorized activity, such as construction or other land-disturbing actions, are to be handled in 
the manner described in the ―inadvertent discovery‖ procedures found at Section 3(d) of NAGPRA.  

Where there is a reasonable likelihood of encountering undetected cultural items during a proposed land 
use, agreements should be negotiated with Tribes or groups before the project is authorized to provide 
general guidance on treatment of any cultural items that might be exposed. Having these agreements in 
place saves time and confusion during the action (see Appendix I). In particular, the MAARNG should 
make provisions repatriation of human remains and funerary objects to the appropriate Tribes or living 
descendants, if they can be identified. 
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FIGURE H-4. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT 

 
 

PERMITTING PROCESS EMERGENCY 
EXCAVATIONS 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Commander notifies appropriate 
American Indian tribes 30 days before 
issuance of a permit for a project that 
might affect sites of traditional religious 
or cultural importance to federally 
recognized tribes. Notification may be 
sent to nonfederally recognized tribes. 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Commander must notify appropriate 
federally recognized tribes of 
planned emergency excavation. 
Notification is not limited to 
federally recognized tribes. 

CONSULTATION 
 

The Commander may meet with any 
interested party. Consultation should 
address potential effects of proposed 
activity on religious or cultural sites. 

PERMIT ISSUANCE 
 

Terms and conditions 
determined through consultation 
may be incorporated into the 
permit. 

PERMIT ISSUANCE 
 

Permit may be issued 
immediately. 
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H.3.5 American Indian Religious Freedom Act  

The primary purpose of AIRFA was to establish a policy of federal protection for traditional American 
Indian religious freedoms. Therefore, consultation for purposes of AIRFA is specifically directed at 
identifying the concerns of traditional American Indian religious practitioners relative to proposed 
MAARNG actions.  

Traditional religious practitioners are frequently not tribal officials or governmental leaders. 

Consultation pursuant to AIRFA should be initiated as soon as land uses are proposed that have the 
potential to affect American Indian religious practices.  

The CRM must make reasonable efforts to elicit information and views directly from the American 
Indians whose interests would be affected. All potentially interested Tribes and groups should be 
contacted by letter and telephone to request their direct participation and input. This would include Tribes 
and groups that live near or use the lands in question, and also those known to have historical ties to the 
lands but now live elsewhere.  

In any such communication, it must be clear that the purpose of the request is to learn about places of 
traditional religious importance that cannot be identified without the Tribe’s or group’s direct assistance, 
so that the MAARNG can know to protect the places from unintended harm and to provide for 
appropriate American Indian access.  

Following initial mail or telephone contact, if there is reason to expect that places of religious significance 
to the federally recognized Tribe or Native Hawaiian organization are likely to be affected by MAARNG 
actions, the district manager or an authorized representative should initiate face-to-face personal contact 
with appropriate officials of the Tribe or group or with traditional religious leaders.  

The purpose of such personal contact is to seek mutually acceptable ways to avoid or minimize 
disturbance of traditional religious places or disruption of traditional religious practices.  

Specific requests to obtain and consider information during planning or decision-making must be 
thoroughly documented, both as part of the administrative record and as a basis for determining if further 
inventory or consultation will be needed in subsequent MAARNG actions.  
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Cultural Resources Manager’s Guidance  
This appendix provides guidance and procedures for the CRM to implement the ICRMP and meet cultural 
resources compliance requirements. This chapter is presented in three sections. The first section provides 
overarching guidance and procedures that implement the ICRMP and achieve ICRMP objectives 
programwide. The second section provides guidance for project-specific or resource-specific tasks and 
actions. These sections also provide timelines for completing these tasks. The third section provides 
references and information sources that the CRM might find useful or that have been referenced 
throughout the text.  

The MAARNG is capable of implementing this ICRMP revision and fulfilling projects in Chapter 2. 
However, implementation of this ICRMP revision is no guarantee that funds will be available. Unfunded 
work might have to be scheduled for later years.  

The Army designated a percentage of environmental funding to NGB to support state ARNG federal 
requirements. Though funds are not fenced specifically for cultural resource projects, state cultural 
resource projects requested through the STEP funding request process are rolled into the amount request 
from Army by NGB. The Department of the Army (DA) allotted amount is then distributed by NGB 
according to the state's listed priority for cultural resources projects supporting federal missions. Some 
discretion is allowed the TAG at the state level to account for short-term mission priority changes. Some 
projects are paid for by the proponent such as ITAM. The STEP Project Catalog for cultural resources 
projects is provided in Appendix J. The STEP policy and guidance can be used for estimating cultural 
resources projects.  

I.1  Program-Wide Guidance 

This section provides guidance and procedures for ongoing and programwide cultural resource 
management. Project-specific guidance is provided in section I.2. 

I.1.1  Cultural Resources Manager Reports and Annual Review of ICRMP 

The CRM is responsible for the various reports and updates to maintain a current cultural resource 
management program. Table I-1 lists the reports and due dates.  

Table I-1. Cultural Resources Reporting and Review Requirements 

Activity Requirement Date Due 

ICRMP Annual Review On anniversary of signing of the FNSI for the original ICRMP EA 

Army Environmental Database – 
Environmental Quality (AEDB-EQ) Quarterly, or as data calls come through to NGB 

Input projects into STEP Tool Once each year (~1 March – 30 April)  

Update PRIDE database 

On anniversary of signing of the FNSI for the original ICRMP 
EA, as well as after each new inventory or evaluation effort is 
completed and SHPO has concurred with eligibility 
determinations 
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ICRMP Annual Review 

In accordance with AR200-1, the annual report on the status of implementing the ICRMP over the 
previous year is required. The purpose of the Annual Report is to provide NGB a progress report on 
implementation of CRM program and ICRMPs. A template for the Annual Report is provided in 
Appendix G. Per NGB’s Draft ICRMP Implementation Guidance, the Annual Report should include the 
following elements: 
 
 Compare stated mission, goals, and objectives in ICRMP with current mission, goals, and objectives, 

focusing on expected changes to impacts on cultural resources. 

 Review the status of cultural resources and Master Planning projects: Past, Present and Future 

 Review and update external contact information: SHPOs, THPOs, or any interested parties 

 Provide a summary of highlights, key achievements, hot issues, and points of interest 

The ACTUAL DUE DATE for the report is 15 calendar days AFTER the date of the signing of the 
FNSI for the EA or the date of the signing of the ICRMP revision if a REC was submitted. For example, 
if your FNSI or ICRMP was signed on 1 May, then your annual report is due by or on 16 May.  
 
Submission of the Annual Report also is tracked in the State Performance Indicator Report System 
(SPIRS) on a quarterly basis. The SPIRS is submitted to the state Chief of Staff from NGB. It provides 
the TAG a brief picture on how NGB sees state compliance with various requirements. The submission of 
the Annual Report is one of the requirements reported through the NGB-ARE CRM Team. Reporting is 
based on the fiscal year; the quarters and associated dates are listed in Table I-2; please note that these 
dates may vary on an annual basis and check with NGB. 
 

Table I-2. SPIRS Timelines 

 
The report is published on the 26th of the month following the completion of the quarter. Hence if you 
have submitted your annual report on time, you will be rated as Green for the next year. If you do not get 
your report in on time, then your state will go to Red and you may hear from your TAG. An Amber 
rating can occur if you submit an incomplete report and not supplied the additional information by the 
deadline. 
 
Your Annual Report is related to the SPIRS by the FNSI date. So for the example above, if your FNSI or 
ICRMP revision was signed on 1 May, then you SPIRS reporting period is 3nd quarter. Hence if you do 
not get your Annual Report in by the 15th of May, you’ll be getting a reminder email. You then have 
essentially two months to get your report in so your state will report Green on the quarterly SPIRS report. 
Of course, ALL states should get their Annual Report in by 15 calendar days AFTER their FNSI/ICRMP 
revision date.  
 

Quarter Months Covered Date SPIRS 
Reported to TAGs 

Final Date for Annual Report 
Submission 

1st October to December; 26 January 15 January 
2nd January to March 26 April 15 April 
3rd April to June 26 July 15 July 
4th July to September 26 October 15 October 
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ICRMP Implementation 

NGB has outlined the following steps for CRMs to take in implementing their ICRMP or ICRMP revision 
once the document has been certified as legally sufficient. Draft guidance on this document is provided in 
Appendix J. 

 Align project lists (see Chapter 2) with STEP Projects 

 Develop Soldier’s Cards containing cultural resources information for Training Installations 

 Develop Maintenance and Treatment Plans for eligible buildings or historic districts 

 Distribute SOPs to Internal Stakeholders (consider a training session) 

 Network with other ARNG CRMs 

 Update the ICRMP as needed, but annually at a minimum 

 Know your resources and planned projects; identify if agreement documents would help streamline 
your program. 

Programming and Budgeting 

The STEP Tool serves as a source document in programming, budgeting, and allocating resources needed 
to execute the ARNG environmental program. It is used to show past accomplishments and expenditures; 
to indicate the status of current projects; to refine and validate requirements for the budget year; and to 
support planning, programming, and budgeting for the out years. The STEP Tool is used by the CRM 
when requirements are identified. NGB-ARE-C reviews the requirements for accuracy and validates the 
projects. There are approximately 13 cultural resources project ―types‖ identified in the STEP Tool 
project catalog (see Appendix J). Projects need to be linked with operational goals and needs. 

Timing: The programming and budgeting must be completed once a year (15 March – 15 July) and 
submitted to NGB-ARE-C. 

Army Environmental Database – Environmental Quality (AEDB-EQ) 

The AEDB-EQ is a World Wide Web-based data system that serves as a primary source of information 
for conveying the Army’s environmental status to the senior Army leadership, DoD, and Congress. Its 
primary focus is to track Army compliance with environmental laws for multi-media reporting and 
management areas through inspections, enforcement actions, fines and penalties, and other program 
parameters on a quarterly basis. Primary reports for these data are the Quarterly Army Performance 
Review (to Secretary of the Army), and the semi-annual DoD Environmental Quality In Progress Review 
(IPR) (to Deputy Under Secretary of Defense), the fall IPR being the Army’s input to the DoD AEDB-EQ 
to Congress (RCS 1997). In addition to the quarterly reports, the AEDB-EQ data calls in the fall and 
spring also include requirements for additional data required by the semi-annual DoD in IPRs and other 
reports that HQDA submits.  

The AEDB-EQ is a process for auditing the status of the environment. It is the CRM’s responsibility at 
the state/territory level to provide this information to NGB at a minimum on an annual basis, or as 
requested. The CRM completes this task in a minimum of two ways: (1) by updating PRIDE on the 
anniversary of the signing of the FNSI for the original ICRMP EA or the anniversary of the signing of 
this ICRMP revision and (2) by completing the Cultural Resources Questionnaire and submitting it to 
NGB (see Appendix J). 
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I.1.1.5 Army Historic Preservation Campaign Plan 
The goals of the Army Historic Preservation Campaign Plan are to promote cost effective historic 
building management and to improve the balance between NHPA compliance and the mission of the 
Army. The goals are approached through Army policy and guidance actions, and through regulatory and 
legislative actions. The Army’s existing programming and reporting mechanisms include the AEDB-EQ, 
integrated facilities system (IFS) into which PRIDE feeds, and the Installation Status Report. These 
existing programming and reporting mechanisms are used for upward reporting of resource requirements 
and status of various aspects of the program. The existing reporting systems are leveraged extensively for 
reporting on the success indicator metrics of this campaign plan. The plan can be found at 
www.aec.army.mil. 

I.1.2  Geographic Information System and Data Management  

Integrating MAARNG cultural resources management data with a statewide GIS program allows the 
MAARNG cultural resources program to more efficiently support the MAARNG’s mission of readiness. 
Minimally, GIS layers should be developed for historic buildings, archaeological sites, predictive 
archaeological models, and the location of the geographic area where Tribes and Native Hawaiian 
organizations have ancestral ties. Ideally, historic buildings survey data should be stored within a database 
that can be related to a GIS theme. GIS can facilitate application of the cultural landscape approach to 
cultural resource management and integration of cultural resource best management practices into 
installationwide planning and projects. To aid in the integration of cultural resources information into 
overall MAARNG installations and statewide planning and management, layers summarizing all known 
cultural resource sites and larger cultural landscapes, ground disturbance, and archaeological sensitivity 
(predictive modeling) will be developed within the GIS. Development of these layers should be based on 

 Maps and reports supplied from the SHPO or Tribes 

 Extant GIS information compiled (e.g., the built environment at ARNG installations) 

 Existing and future cultural resource surveys and evaluations. 

GIS layers and themes depicting archaeological resources and sacred sites are considered sensitive and 
will not be released to the general public. These layers should be password protected. 

When preparing the scope of work (SOW) for contracts addressing cultural resources issues, results of 
cultural resources surveys and evaluations should be delivered in GIS format to include survey areas, 
transects, and cultural sites and properties and eligibility status. Within the SOW, reference the latest 
Army/NGB guidance regarding GIS file formats and standards, and include that all data created or 
modified in this contract will adhere to the Spatial Data Standards (SDS) and the Federal 
Geographic Data Standards (FGDC) metadata standards. 

Maps should include, at a minimum, a north arrow, legend, map creator, map purpose, and creation date.  

GIS themes depicting buildings and other facility types should be attributed with the appropriate keys to 
align with the PRIDE database. This will enable the query and display of the cultural resources 
information stored within PRIDE through GIS. For example, a map can be created showing whether or 
not a building has been evaluated, is eligible, or is listed in the NRHP, or as a national landmark; or if the 
building is a contributing resource to a district that is eligible or listed in the NRHP. 

http://www.aec.army.mil/
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I.1.3  Standard Operating Procedures 

SOPs have been prepared to assist MAARNG personnel who are not responsible for cultural resources 
management, but whose areas of responsibility could affect cultural resources. Chapter 3 includes these 
SOPs. SOPs should be made available to all personnel including any tenants, contractors, and occasional 
users. Include an overview in the orientation packet for tenants and occasional users, and include 
appropriate SOPs in contracts. SOPs can also be featured on the facility web site. Flowcharts and 
procedures for inadvertent discovery can also be included in Trainers’ Guides and Soldiers’ Cards. 

Procedures: The CRM will distribute these SOPs to all MAARNG personnel and provide guidance and 
training, as necessary (CRMs should complete a log documenting SOP distribution; see Appendix F). 

I.1.4  Cultural Resources Training 

Training for various staff is a prerequisite for properly implementing the ICRMP and for good 
stewardship of cultural resources. Many training opportunities are available for environmental staff, as 
well as nonenvironmental staff. Preferably the CRM shall have a basic knowledge of CRM and education 
in a related field, or at least a CRM introductory training certificate. 

Training for CRM personnel could include laws and regulation overview, Section 106, maintenance of 
historic property, preservation of cultural landscapes, NAGPRA, agreement documents, tribal 
consultation, and curation. CRM training courses usually range from 3 to 5 days. Register and plan in 
advance. 

For the CRM, training recommendations include 

 Primary Training – Section 106, Native American consultation workshop, NGB CRM 101 class 
(offered every 2 years), and ICRMP workshop if available (offered every 4 or 5 years) 

 Secondary Training – Agreement documents, NAGPRA, and ICRMP workshop 

 Tertiary Training – Integrating GIS and cultural resources, and advanced Section 106.  

For environmental staff and the CRM, training opportunities include 

 NGB annual workshop (topics vary) – gko/ngb.army.mil, and regional consultation workshops (two 
per year) 

 Department of Defense (Denix) DoD Conservation Workshop (every 2 years) 

 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation – www.achp.gov 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District – www.nws.usace.army.mil 

 National Preservation Institute – www.npi.org 

 Civil Engineer Corps Officers School – www.cecos.navy.mil. 

For nonenvironmental MAARNG personnel, training is crucial to ensure compliance with environmental 
laws and policies and protection of cultural resources. By interfacing with field commanders, project 
planners, facility managers, and TAG staff, the CRM can develop solutions and programs that blend with 
existing training opportunities and the MAARNG mission. 

The CRM should provide a training program in conjunction with, and supported by, operations for 
training site managers, field commanders and their troops, maintenance staff, and others who might 
encounter cultural resources. Training subjects can include understanding SOPs in Chapter 3, introduction 

http://gko/ngb.army.mil
file://e2mfs/../grayw/Local%20Settings/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/grayw/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/OLK95/www.nws.usace.army.mil
http://www.npi.org/
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to cultural resources regulations and management, and identification of cultural resources. Information 
from the training program can be summarized and included with training site information packages for 
soldiers, and can be placed on bulletin boards at historic facilities as reinforcement to training. A sample 
training brief is included in Appendix J. 

I.1.5  Professional Qualification Standards 

ARNG CRMs typically are not trained historians, archaeologists, ethnographers, or architectural 
historians, but are more often individuals assigned the CRM position as a collateral duty. Although CRMs 
are required to undergo training, as outlined in section I.1.4, most will not reach a level of training 
equivalent to prevailing professional standards. Accordingly, the CRM will need to hire consultants to 
complete inventory and evaluation projects. To ensure that the consultants being hired have the 
appropriate professional qualifications, they must meet the standards used by the NPS and published in 48 
FR 44716 (September 1983). The qualifications define minimum education and experience required to 
perform identification, evaluation, registration, and treatment activities. In some cases, additional areas or 
levels of expertise might be needed, depending on the complexity of the task and the nature of the historic 
properties involved.  

I.2  Project-Specific and Resource-Specific Guidance 

This section provides guidance and procedures for ongoing project-specific, and resource-specific cultural 
resources management. 

I.2.1  Archaeological Investigations 

Inventories and evaluations are a required step for undertakings and compliance with section 106 of the 
NHPA – undertakings on Federal property (lands or buildings) or state property with Federal actions 
(such as funding or permits), and sometimes as part of the preparation of a NEPA or Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) document when the NHPA process is integrated into the NEPA or 
MEPA process. Testing and excavations are more involved processes, and are generally used to further 
define an archaeological site and/or mitigate for adverse effects. Level and application of surveys, 
evaluations, testing, and excavation are defined, in general, as follows (see MA-specific requirements 
below). Archaeological surveys must be conducted by qualified personnel. The following very general 
definitions apply to archaeological surveys: 

Constraints Analysis 

A constraints analysis, or feasibility study, is completed when a party is interested in knowing what might 
be on a property in the most general way. The party, or a cultural resources management professional 
hired by the party, will complete a record/literature search for the property sometimes paired with a field 
visit to the parcel to identify areas of previous disturbance or evidence of surficial archaeological 
deposits. The results of the analysis are compiled into a letter report for the party’s use in evaluating 
whether the property is appropriate for use/lease/purchase. 

Reconnaissance Survey and Sensitivity Assessment 

A reconnaissance survey involves a record search/literature review, not only for the parcel being studied, 
but also of lands surrounding the parcel to identify regional land use trends, locations and types of 
previously recorded archaeological sites, and overall resource availability that would have affected 
settlement and land use patterns in different time periods. Field work for a reconnaissance survey will 
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generally include a mixture of walkover and driving, with a goal of identifying large areas of disturbance 
or relatively intact areas, diversity of vegetation present, and current land use. The Research Team also 
will study historic maps, geological information, soil surveys, and aerial photographs to derive 
information on past and present environmental conditions within the parcel and region. When combined, 
the data obtained from all these sources will be used to develop a set of ecological and cultural variables 
to predict the likelihood of finding archaeological sites within the parcel.  

The goal of a reconnaissance survey and sensitivity assessment, like the constraints analysis, is to provide 
a property-owner with information regarding the presence/absence of archaeological sites on the property. 
Unlike a constraints analysis, which will provide general information regarding previous land use and 
presence of previously recorded sites, a reconnaissance survey and sensitivity assessment will use 
information from a variety of sources to develop predictions regarding the likelihood of encountering 
additional archaeological sites within unsurveyed portions of the property. The products of a 
reconnaissance survey and sensitivity assessment, a report and sensitivity map, can be invaluable tools for 
future planning by identifying areas that have been so extensively disturbed that no further archaeological 
survey is required prior to use/development, or identifying areas that will require further intensive survey. 
Review and concurrence of the sensitivity assessments by the MHC and THPOs also can result in a 
streamlined review process tiered to specific sensitivity assessments. Sensitivity assessments have been 
completed for both Camp Edwards and Camp Curtis Guild (see maps in Appendix E).  

Intensive (Locational) Archaeological Survey 

In Massachusetts, the next level of survey is termed an intensive (locational) archaeological survey 
because its’ main goal is to locate archaeological sites within a parcel. Like a reconnaissance survey, an 
intensive (locational) archaeological survey involves a records/literature search; walkover of the property; 
and review of historic maps, geological information, soil surveys, and aerial photographs. What sets the 
two surveys apart are the use of systematic shovel testing of the parcel and the requirement to obtain a 
State Archaeological Permit (see section 5.2.5) for intensive (locational) archaeological surveys.  

The goal of an intensive (locational) archaeological survey is twofold: (1) to design and implement a 
survey methodology that will identify the majority of sites present within the survey parcel, and (2) to 
collect sufficient information to characterize the density and diversity of archaeological sites present 
within the survey parcel. As part of the application process for the State Archaeological permit, the 
archaeologist(s) conducting the investigation must outline their research design for the survey, basing the 
methodology and rationale on previous investigations and site data from the region, knowledge of 
prehistoric and historic land use patterns for the region, and, if available, previous sensitivity assessments 
for the parcel. The resulting methodology generally will consist of excavation of a series of shovel tests 
placed along transects at systematic intervals, with the size of the interval being directly tied to the 
sensitivity assessment (closer intervals in higher sensitivity areas) and to the anticipated size and nature of 
sites for the region (closer intervals will detect smaller sites; deeper shovel tests will intersect more deeply 
buried site deposits). Shovel tests in Massachusetts generally measure 50 by 50 centimeters and are 
excavated to cultural sterile soil or to 1 meter, whichever is encountered first. Soils/materials from each 
shovel test are screened through ¼-inch screen mesh, and artifacts recovered from the screen are placed in 
bags labeled with locational information for subsequent laboratory analysis. 

The product of an intensive (locational) archaeological survey is a report detailing the research design, 
survey methods, results of records/literature search, results of field work and laboratory analyses, and 
presentation of conclusions, including descriptions of any sites recorded during the survey. The report 
also will provide maps depicting the location of the survey parcel within the region, the location of shovel 
tests excavated within the parcel, and the locations of any recorded archaeological sites. Such maps 
should be provided both as hard copies in the report and as GIS coverages that can be imported into the 
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MAARNG GIS. Finally, the report will provide copies of the MHC Archaeological Site forms for each 
recorded site; the original forms are submitted to the MHC with two copies of the report and a diskette 
containing the report abstract and bibliographic information for the MHC’s statewide bibliographic 
database. 

With the exception of isolated finds (occurrences of 1 to 2 artifacts within a single shovel test or lying on 
the surface), or sites that can clearly be established as disturbed, most sites identified during an intensive 
(locational) archaeological survey will require further evaluation to determine whether they meet the 
criteria for NRHP eligibility. All discovered sites are treated as eligible for listing on the NRHP until a 
final determination can be made through further work. 

Evaluation 

Evaluation, or testing, of sites is extremely variable. There are guidelines for sparse lithic scatters that 
allow this type of site to be addressed in an expedient manner; however, for other site types there are a 
number of approaches depending on the size of site, the number of time periods represented, the nature of 
the deposits, and other factors. Many evaluations involve excavation of larger test pits (1-by-1-meter or 
larger), scraping of the plowzone to reveal buried features, coring to identify the limits of a particular 
cultural layer, or some combination. All evaluations involve detailed mapping, collection and analysis of 
artifacts, and special studies (radiocarbon assays, pollen studies, materials analysis), as warranted to 
answer site-specific research questions.  

Although archaeological sites may be evaluated as eligible for listing on the NRHP under any of the 
criteria, it is most common to evaluate sites as eligible under Criteron D, information content. 
Specifically, a site is generally considered to be eligible for listing on the NRHP if it contains intact 
cultural layers or features (integrity); contains a diverse assemblage of artifacts, either from a single 
period of use, or multiple uses (content); and will provide data relevant to answering specific regional 
research questions (significance). Sites that have been disturbed, sites that are ephemeral in nature (small 
collections of artifacts with no features), and sites that lack temporally diagnostic artifacts or organic 
materials for dating are generally less likely to be evaluated as eligible.  

As with an intensive (locational) archaeological survey, the product of an evaluation will be a report 
detailing research design, evaluation methods, results of field work and laboratory analyses, reports of 
special studies, interpretation of the results, and assessments of each site’s significance and eligibility for 
listing on the NRHP. Maps included in the report will include site-specific maps showing locations of 
investigations, and reconstructions of site use patterns at specific points in time and/or through time, as 
appropriate. Reports also should include drawings or photographs of representative artifact types, 
excavation profiles, and features. 

Data Recovery 

If a historic property will be impacted by an action or undertaking, there must be mitigation. Although the 
ACHP and the MHC encourage development of more creative mitigation measures, particularly ones that 
highlight public participation and outreach, data recovery excavations remain the primary mitigation 
measure for impacts on archaeological sites. For section 106 compliance, mitigation of impacts on a site 
using data recovery requires development of a detailed research and treatment plan for the site; this plan 
is included as an appendix to the MOA for the project. In Massachusetts, the research and treatment plan 
will be encompassed within the State Archaeological Permit application for the excavation. This plan is 
carefully reviewed by the MA SHPO, State Archaeologist (as part of the permit application) and THPOs, 
as appropriate, as part of the negotiation of the MOA for the project.  
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Specifically, the research and treatment plan must include a summary of what is know about the site from 
previous investigations, a discussion of how the project will impact the site (will any of the site deposit be 
preserved), a research design outlining specific research questions to be investigated at the site and how 
specific classes of data will be used to answer those questions, discussions of field and lab methods, 
special studies, and report production; and a statement regarding how the artifacts, samples, and field 
materials (notes, photographs) will be curated after the project is completed. Should the project involve a 
public outreach or education component (e.g., interpretive brochures, websites), the goals and methods for 
that aspect of the project also must be included in the research and treatment plan.  

Data recovery efforts vary greatly in size and scope. The approach to a data recovery depends greatly on 
the site, geographic location, type of project, and timing. The CRM should advise the EPM, CFMO, and 
other internal stakeholders that the timeline for a data recovery, including development and review of the 
plan; development, negotiation, review, and signing of the MOA by all parties; and completion of the 
field work, lab analysis, special studies, and report preparation is minimally 12 months. 

I.2.2 Archaeological Permits 

In some instances, archaeological investigations may require federal or state permits. The most common 
categories of permits are described below. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act Permits  

ARPA permits are required when the following three criteria are met: 

 The project is on federal land 

 Digging or collection of artifacts will occur 

 The participants are not directly contracted to or by the MAARNG. 

ARPA permits for archaeological investigations that could result in the excavation or removal of 
American Indian human remains and other cultural items as defined in NAGPRA, or in the excavation of 
archaeological resources that are of religious or cultural importance to federally recognized Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations, will be issued in accordance with AR 405-80 and AR 200-1. The 
MAARNG supporting U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) District Real Estate Office will issue the 
permit after the MAARNG commander conducts consultation in accordance with 43 CFR 10.5 and 32 
CFR 229.7 with the culturally affiliated Indian Tribes. The MAARNG commander provides the USACE 
district with approval to issue the permit by means of a report of availability prepared after necessary 
consultation and compliance actions have been met. ARPA permits shall provide for the disposition of 
NAGPRA cultural items in accordance with NAGPRA subsections 3(a) and 3(b) and 43 CFR 10. The 
MAARNG commander will ensure that documentation of consultation with culturally affiliated Indian 
Tribes is prepared and maintained as part of the record of each such permit.  

The MAARNG will ensure that ARPA permits: 

1. Comply with the requirements of 32 CFR 229, 43 CFR 10 

2. Require that any interests that federally recognized Tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations have in 
the permitted activity are addressed in a manner consistent with the requirements of the NHPA and 
NAGPRA prior to issuance of the permit  

3. Require that permitted activities be performed according to applicable professional standards of the 
Secretary of the Interior 
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4. Require that the excavated archaeological artifact collection and associated records are permanently 
curated in a curation facility that meets the requirements of 36 CFR 79. 

Archaeological resources, objects of antiquity, and significant scientific data from federal installations 
belong to the installations, except where NAGPRA requires repatriation to a lineal descendant, federally 
recognized Tribe, or Native Hawaiian organization. Archaeological resources, objects of antiquity, and 
significant scientific data from nonfederal land belong to the state, territory, or landowner. Such resources 
from lands used by the MAARNG, but for which fee title is held by another agency, are the property of 
the agency designated as the land manager in the land-use instrument (e.g., public land order, special use 
permit). MAARNG commanders should ensure that land use instruments allowing for military use are 
reviewed to determine proper roles and responsibilities. 

MAARNG staff or contractors carrying out official duties associated with the management of 
archaeological resources who meet the professional qualifications and whose investigations meet the 
requirements of 32 CFR 229.8 are not required to obtain a permit under ARPA or the Antiquities Act for 
the investigation of archaeological resources on a federally owned or controlled installation, including 
situations where cultural items as defined by NAGPRA could be excavated.  

However, in situations where NAGPRA cultural items or NHPA historic properties could be encountered 
during intentional excavation of archaeological resources, the requirements of NAGPRA and 43 CFR 10, 
and NHPA and 36 CFR 800 must be met prior to such archaeological excavations. 

For the purposes of MAARNG compliance with ARPA, the MAARNG commander is considered the 
federal land manager as defined in 32 CFR 229.3(c). As the federal land manager, the MAARNG 
commander may determine that certain archaeological resources in specified areas under his jurisdiction, 
and under specific circumstances, are not or are no longer of archaeological interest and are not 
considered archaeological resources for the purposes of ARPA (in accordance with 32 CFR 229.3(a)(5)). 
All such determinations shall be justified and documented by memorandum and shall be formally staffed 
for review through the NGB to HQDA prior to final determination. HQDA uses technical and legal 
guidance from AEC to review the draft document. 

The MAARNG commander will ensure that military police; installation legal staff; the installation PAO; 
and the fish, game, and recreation management staff are familiar with the requirements and applicable 
civil and criminal penalties under ARPA. Also in accordance with ARPA Section 9, the MAARNG 
commander may withhold information concerning the nature and location of archaeological resources 
from the public under Subchapter II of Chapter 5 of Title 5 of the United States Code or under any other 
provision of law. ARPA permits can take up to 6 months to acquire. 

State Agency Permits  

In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, a State Archaeologist’s Permit is required for all archaeological 
consultants who conduct research pursuant to state and federal preservation law. State Archaeologist’s 
Permit Regulations are published in 950 CMR 70, copies of which can be obtained from the State House 
Bookstore. The permit regulations are intended to protect both project proponents and archaeological 
resources by ensuring that only qualified professional archaeologists conduct such work, that their 
research designs are appropriate to the project, that their research meets professional standards, that 
artifacts recovered from their research are properly curated, and that high-quality research reports are 
prepared for each project. 

Permit applications must come from the archaeologist. The State Archaeologist reviews the permit 
application to determine whether it is complete and adequate. If the application is not complete, the State 
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Archaeologist must notify the archaeologist within 10 working days. If the application is complete, the 
State Archaeologist has 60 days within which to issue the permit. Every effort is made to expedite State 
Archaeologist’s Permit review. There is no fee for the permit. 
 
I.2.3  Inadvertent Discoveries 

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains or Funerary Objects – Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act  

In the event of discovery of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural 
patrimony, the CRM will ensure that all appropriate measures are implemented to protect the remains and 
any other protected cultural items; all appropriate Tribes and agencies will be promptly notified of the 
find, and all applicable federal, tribal, and state procedures will be followed. 

For ground-disturbing activities, project planners, engineers, soldiers, tenants, and construction personnel 
should be informed of types of cultural resources potentially existing at the MAARNG site or training 
installation, and they should be briefed on the provisions in SOP 5. 

Prior to field troops, construction crews, or non- MAARNG personnel commencing activities at any 
MAARNG property, they should be briefed on the following procedures (flowchart provided in Figure 
I-1). 

1. Ensure that activities have ceased at the discovery site and that the site has been secured from 
human and natural forces. 

2. Notify the SHPO of the discovery. This notification should be by telephone, to be followed 
immediately by written notification.  

3. If human remains are known or suspected to be present, also promptly notify the state police and 
medical examiner, and if federal property, the FBI. Notify the MAARNG JAG, operations 
manager in the Directorate of Operations (DSCOPs), and PAO.  

4. Visit the location of the discovery within 24 hours of the find. The services of appropriate 
technical experts (e.g., archaeologists, specialists in human osteology, forensic anthropologists) 
may be retained to participate in the field visit. 

5. If the CRM has reason to believe that American Indian human remains, funerary objects, sacred 
objects, or objects of cultural patrimony have been discovered, the CRM must provide 
immediate telephone notification of the discovery, along with written notification by certified 
mail, to NGB.  

6. If known, as much information as possible concerning the cultural resource (such as type, date, 
location, any indicators of ethnicity, and circumstances of the discovery) should be provided to 
NGB. NGB, in consultation with the MAARNG and appropriate interested parties, will 
determine the significance and origin of the remains. 

7. The CRM will obtain certification of notification from NGB. Federally recognized Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations would be notified by telephone with written confirmation within 
3 days after certification. This notification must include pertinent information as to kinds of 
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony, their 
condition, and the circumstances of discovery. 
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Figure I-1. Policies for Archaeological Excavation under Native American Graves 

Protection and Repatriation Act 25 USC 3001-3013 
 
 

INTENTIONAL EXCAVATIONS INADVERTENT DISCOVERIES 

FIRST NOTIFICATION 
 

1. Notification must be made prior to the issuance of 
an ARPA permit when it is reasonably believed a 
planned activity could result in the planned 
excavation of Native American human remains 
and cultural items (43 CFR 10.3[a]); notification 
is required whether or not an ARPA permit is 
needed. 

2. Notify, in writing, the appropriate Native 
American tribal officials of the proposed 
excavations, and propose a time and place for 
consultation meetings. 

3. Follow written notification with telephone call if 
no response is received within 15 days. 

CEASE ACTIVITY 
 

All activity at site must stop and reasonable 
steps to secure area must be taken. 

NOTIFICATION 
 
Discoverer must notify Installation 
Commander (for military lands) or Native 
American tribal official (for tribal lands) 
immediately, both verbally and in writing. 

COMMANDER’S ACTIONS 
 

1. Immediately secure and protect the 
discovery. 

2. Immediately certify receipt of 
notification. 

SECOND NOTIFICATION 
 
Second notification (in writing) is required once 
human remains and cultural items are recovered. 

CONSULTATION 
 

Consultation should address manner and effect of 
proposed excavations, and the proposed treatment 
and disposition of recovered human remains and 
cultural items. 

WRITTEN PLAN OF ACTION 
 

A written plan of action must be completed and 
its provisions executed. 

CONSULTATION 
 

Installation Commander should consult with 
interested parties to discuss disposition of 
remains and mitigation measures. 

RESUME ACTIVITY 
 

Activity may be resumed 30 days after 
certification of notification or sooner if a 
binding agreement is reached. 
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8. The CRM will follow NAGPRA procedures and consult with interested parties (SHPO, Tribes, 
property owner) to discuss disposition of remains and mitigation measures. The CRM, in 
consultation with the SHPO and American Indian groups, as appropriate, will determine the 
procedures for disposition and control of any American Indian cultural items excavated or 
removed as a result of inadvertent discoveries.  

Activities in the area of discovery will resume 30 days after certification of notification is received, or 
sooner, if a signed binding agreement is reached. Keep the PAO informed throughout the process. Phone 
numbers and the names of contacts are provided in Appendix F. Before the original action can resume, 
NGB must approve that the NAGPRA process has been implemented properly and that the MAARNG is 
in a legal position to proceed with the project in the area of discovery 

One management tool is for the MAARNG to develop a CA prior to the encounter of a burial to agree 
upon procedures and streamline the process. 

Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Artifacts 

The CRM shall ensure that, in the event of the inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources 
(excluding items covered under NAGPRA), measures are taken promptly to protect the find from 
disturbance, assess the significance of the discovery, and implement appropriate mitigative measures for 
significant resources.  

1. Ensure that activities have ceased at the discovery site, and that the site has been secured from 
human and natural forces. 

2. The CRM will promptly notify the SHPO of the discovery.  

3. Begin recording the site if the site can be avoided. 

4. Prepare full documentation of the resource and a report summarizing the results of the 
investigation. This documentation and the report will be submitted to the SHPO and Tribes. 

Inadvertent Discoveries of Human Remains on State Lands 

In the event of inadvertent discoveries on state lands, follow the procedures outlined in the Massachusetts 
Unmarked Burial Law and the MHC ―Know How‖ procedures provided in Appendix H. 

I.2.4  Curation 

[Note: AR 200-1, 2-7 (a) and (b) – The installation commander will ensure that all collections are 
possessed, maintained, and curated in accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 79. Generally, 
installations should not establish archaeological curation facilities on the installation due to the 
permanent recurring costs and personnel requirements to maintain such repositories to the minimum 
standards in 36 CFR 79 in perpetuity].  

In accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 79, Curation of Federally Owned and Administered 
Archaeological Collections, AR 200-1 requires TAG of the ARNG to ensure that all archaeological 
collections and associated records, as defined in 36 CFR 79.4(a), are processed, maintained, and 
preserved. 

Collections are material remains that are excavated or removed during a survey, excavation, or other 
study of a prehistoric or historic resource, and associated records that are prepared or assembled in 
connection with the survey, excavation, or other study (36 CFR 79.4[a]). 
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Associated records are original records (or copies thereof) that are prepared or assembled, that document 
efforts to locate, evaluate, record, study, preserve, or recover a prehistoric or historic resource (36 CFR 
79.4([2]). 

The CRM should consider long-term and the ongoing cost of permanent collection curation and include 
this in the budgets for archaeological investigation projects in STEP. 

Collections from federal lands should be deposited in a repository that meets the standards outlined in 36 
CFR 79, to ensure that they will be safeguarded and permanently curated in accordance with federal 
guidelines. Collections from state owned property that have title vested in the MAARNG should be 
curated in facilities that meet the requirements of the SHPO.  

A curation facility is specifically designed to serve as a physical repository where collections and records 
are sorted, repackaged, assessed for conservation needs, and then placed in an appropriate, 
environmentally controlled, secure storage area. Proper curation also includes a review and update of all 
paper records. An important component of artifact curation is the selection of artifacts for site-specific 
reference collections. Artifact data are entered into a database, which is an important management and 
research tool. The overall goal of the federal curation program, as set forth in 36 CFR 79, is to ensure the 
preservation and accessibility of cultural resource collections and documents for use by members of the 
public interested in the archaeology and history of the region. 

Procedures: 

 Before permanent curation, all artifacts recovered on MAARNG sites and training installations will 
be analyzed using commonly accepted methods for artifacts in the region. Artifact analyses will be 
consistent with current archaeological research objectives for the region. 

 Cleaning, curation, and storage of artifacts and associated documents will meet professional 
standards. 

 Artifacts and associated documents will be stored in clean, spacious, temperature-controlled facilities 
while on the installation and kept in archival-quality bags, folders, or boxes. 

 The MAARNG may choose to negotiate a memorandum of understanding (MOU) or similar 
agreement with the SHPO or other state repository, museum, or university; or other approved curation 
facility for final curation of all artifacts. 

 All field, laboratory, and other project records will be reproduced on archival-quality paper. 

36 CFR 79 Reporting and Inspection Requirements 

The annual Secretary of the Interior’s report to Congress requires an assessment of archaeological records 
and materials in federal repositories.  

The CRM shall determine, on an annual basis, the volume of records and materials held by the MAARNG 
installation or curated on its behalf at a curation facility. 

Inspections of federally curated archaeological collections shall be conducted periodically in accordance 
with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. 484), and its implementing 
regulation (41 CFR 101). Consistent with 36 CFR 79.11(a), the CRM shall 

 Maintain a list of any U.S. Government-owned personal property (i.e., artifacts, documents, as 
defined in 36 CFR 79) received by the CRM 
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 Periodically inspect the physical environment in which all archaeological materials are stored for the 
purpose of monitoring the physical security and environmental control measures 

 Periodically inspect the collections in storage for the purposes of assessing the condition of the 
material remains and associated records, and of monitoring those remains and records for possible 
deterioration and damage 

 Periodically inventory the collection by accession, lot, or catalog record for the purpose of verifying 
the location of the material remains and associated records 

 Periodically inventory any other U.S. Government-owned personal property in the possession of the 
CRM. 

I.2.5  Records Management 

The proper management of official records is Army policy and typically a mandated function of the 
MAARNG historian, if one has been assigned. It is important that the CRM be cognizant of Army records 
management programs, though, because the custodianship of historical records can fall to the CRM or an 
associated office. Also, the CRM holds unique cultural resources-related records that are not represented 
in other facets of the installation. The preservation of these records is important. 

Due to the fact that the MAARNG is in the unique position of having both state and federally mandated 
roles, the management of both state and federal records is discussed below.  

Federal Records 

Army records management policy is set forth in various documents. Secretary of the Army Memorandum 
of 22 February 2005: Preservation of Army Records states that ―[o]fficial records of the US Army are of 
enduring significance for ensuring complete, accurate, and objective accounting of the Army’s activities‖ 
and ―all elements of the US Army must ensure that official records of both peacetime and wartime 
activities are preserved.‖ Moreover, the preservation of agency records and their management is 
stipulated in federal regulations in 44 U.S.C. chapters 21, 29, 31, 33, and 101. 

Records management requirements are delineated in AR 25-1, Army Knowledge Management and 
Information Technology, and AR 25-400-2; the Army Records Information Management System 
(ARIMS). A Web site dedicated to ARIMS is located at: https://www.arims.army.mil/ 
arimsnet/site/aersmain.aspx. There are three avenues through which the MAARNG CRM can ensure the 
protection of important records. 

First, if an installation records officer exists, the MAARNG should contact this individual to develop a 
records management program for the records generated and stored by his/her office and make sure that 
the cultural resources program records are managed in such a way that they comply with installation and 
Army policy. 

Second, there are a variety of other sources for guidance if an installation records officer does not exist. 
Within the Army these include the Army Records Management and Declassification Agency whose 
mission is to provide oversight and program management for the Army’s Records Management Program, 
along with establishing programs for records collection and operating and sustaining the Army electronic 
archives. 

The Records Management and Declassification Agency can be contacted at rmda@rmda. 
belvoir.army.mil. The division’s Web site can be accessed at: https://www.rmda.belvoir. 

https://www.arims.army.mil/%20arimsnet/site/aersmain.aspx
https://www.arims.army.mil/%20arimsnet/site/aersmain.aspx
mailto:rmda@rmda.belvoir.army.mil
mailto:rmda@rmda.belvoir.army.mil
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army.mil/rmdaxml/. The Army records officer will be able to provide direction on the management of 
MAARNG records. Contact information is 

Department of Defense 
Department of the Army 
Army Records Management Division 
ATTN: AHRC-PDD-R 
Casey Building, Room 102 
7701 Telegraph Road 
Alexandria, VA 22315-3860 

Third, the National Archives and Records Administration has a very active program in which they assist 
agencies in developing record management programs that help to ensure the conservation and eventual 
archiving of important records while considering mission needs and other circumstances. The MAARNG 
CRM can contact the College Park, Maryland, branch of the National Archives and Records 
Administration to assist in the appraisal and management of the MAARNG records under his/her control.  

State Records 

State records fall into two categories, those that are maintained by the MAARNG historian and those that 
are transferred to the State Archives. COL (Ret) Leonid Kondratiuk, the Director of the MAARNG 
Museum and Archives, can provide guidance on what types of records are archived by each agency. The 
state’s records management statutes are codified in Massachusetts Public Laws. The state program is 
similar to the federal program, but applies to state records. The State Archives provide technical 
assistance to agencies so that they can meet legal, fiscal, and administrative functions for records 
retention.  

I.2.6  Historic Structures 

A building is created principally to shelter any form of human activity. ―Building‖ can also be used to 
refer to a historically and functionally related unit, such as a courthouse and jail or a house and barn. 
Buildings eligible for the NRHP must include all of their basic structural elements. Parts of buildings, 
such as interiors, facades, or wings, are not eligible independent of the rest of the existing building. The 
whole building must be considered, and its significant features must be identified.  

The term ―structure‖ is used to distinguish those constructions created for functions other than human 
shelter. Structures nominated to the NRHP must include all of the extant basic structural elements. Parts 
of structures cannot be considered eligible if the whole structure remains. For example, a truss bridge is 
composed of the metal or wooden truss, the abutments, and supporting piers, all of which, if extant, must 
be included when considering the property for eligibility.  

Buildings and structures of historic age, which is considered to be 50 years or older, should be inventoried 
and evaluated. An inventory is generally a physical documentation of the building that includes 
construction date, original and current function, a physical description of the building or structure and its 
current condition, and description of changes over time. The evaluation is to determine the significance of 
the building or structure and if it is eligible for listing in the NRHP. Generally, the inventory and 
evaluation are conducted concurrently.  

Evaluations are conducted using NRHP criteria, as listed in 36 CFR 60.4. To be listed in, or considered 
eligible for, the NRHP, a cultural resource must meet at least one of the four following criteria: 
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 The resource is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern 
of history (Criterion A) 

 The resource is associated with the lives of people significant in the past (Criterion B) 

 The resource embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; 
represents the work of a master; possesses high artistic value; or represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components might lack individual distinction (Criterion C) 

 The resource has yielded, or might be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 
(Criterion D). 

In addition to meeting at least one of the above criteria, a cultural resource must also possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Integrity is defined as the 
authenticity of a property’s historic identity, as evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics it 
possessed in the past and its capacity to convey information about a culture or group of people, a historic 
pattern, or a specific type of architectural or engineering design or technology. 

Location refers to the place where an event occurred or a property was originally built. Design considers 
elements such as plan, form, and style of a property. Setting is the physical environment of the property. 
Materials refer to the physical elements used to construct the property. Workmanship refers to the 
craftsmanship of the creators of a property. Feeling is the ability of the property to convey its historic time 
and place. Association refers to the link between the property and a historically significant event or 
person. 

Certain kinds of properties are not usually considered for listing in the NRHP, including 

 Religious properties (Criterion Consideration A) 

 Moved properties (Criterion Consideration B) 

 Birthplaces or graves (Criterion Consideration C) 

 Cemeteries (Criterion Consideration D) 

 Reconstructed properties (Criterion Consideration E) 

 Commemorative properties (Criterion Consideration F) 

 Properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years (Criterion Consideration G). 

These properties can be eligible for listing only if they meet special requirements, called Criteria 
Considerations (see above). A property must meet one or more of the four Criteria for Evaluation (A 
through D) and also possess integrity of materials and design before it can be considered under the 
various Criteria Considerations. 

Historic Districts. Sites or structures that might not be considered individually significant could be 
considered eligible for listing on the NRHP as part of a historic district. According to the NRHP, a 
historic district possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, 
or objects that are historically or aesthetically united by plan or physical development. 

A district derives its importance from being a unified entity, even though it is often composed of a wide 
variety of resources. The identity of a district results from the interrelationship of its resources, which can 
convey a visual sense of the overall historic environment or be an arrangement of historically or 
functionally related properties. For example, a district can reflect one principal activity, such as a mill or a 
ranch, or it can encompass several interrelated activities, such as an area that includes industrial, 
residential, or commercial buildings, sites, structures, or objects. A district can also be a grouping of 
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archaeological sites related primarily by their common components; these types of districts often will not 
visually represent a specific historic environment.  

A district can comprise both features that lack individual distinction and individually distinctive features 
that serve as focal points. It can even be considered eligible if all of the components lack individual 
distinction, provided that the grouping achieves significance as a whole within its historic context. In 
either case, the majority of the components that add to the district’s historic character, even if they are 
individually undistinguished, must possess integrity, as must the district as a whole.  

A district can contain buildings, structures, sites, objects, or open spaces that do not contribute to the 
significance of the district. The number of noncontributing properties a district can contain yet still 
convey its sense of time and place and historical development depends on how these properties affect the 
district’s integrity. In archaeological districts, the primary factor to be considered is the effect of any 
disturbances on the information potential of the district as a whole.  

A district must be a definable geographic area that can be distinguished from surrounding properties by 
changes such as density, scale, type, age, style of sites, buildings, structures, and objects; or by 
documented differences in patterns of historic development or associations. It is seldom defined, however, 
by the limits of current parcels of ownership, management, or planning boundaries. The boundaries must 
be based upon a shared relationship among the properties constituting the district.  

Department of Defense Historic Status Codes 

In 2005, in response to the requirements of EO 13327, DoD introduced the Historic Status Codes used to 
identify real property assets on the NRHP or facilities that should be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. This 
list was subsequently updated in 2007. Table I-3 provides a list and explanation of the DoD Historic 
Status Codes. 

Table I-3. DoD Historic Status Codes 

Code Title Definition 

NHLI Individual National 
Historic Landmark 

An individual facility that is individually listed on the NRHP and 
has been further declared and NHL by the Secretary of the Interior 
due to its prominent importance in our Nation’s history. The 
designation of an NHL is coordinated by the Secretary of the 
Interior in consultation with the Federal Preservation Officer 
(FPO). 

NRLI Individual National 
Register Listed 

An individual facility that has been determined to meet the 
National Register criteria of eligibility, and has been formally 
listed in the NRHP by the Keeper of the National Register. The 
formal evaluation and nomination process of individual facilities 
involves the review, approval, and signature of the FPO, SHPO, or 
THPO (as appropriate), and the Keeper of the National Register. 
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Code Title Definition 

NREI National Register Eligible 
- Individual 

A facility that is determined to meet the National Register criteria 
of eligibility but that has not gone through the formal nomination 
process. An eligible facility is treated the same as a facility listed 
in the NRHP pursuant to the NHPA and 36 CFR 800 ―Protection 
of Historic Properties.‖ Facilities are determined to be eligible for 
listing in the NRHP through installation determinations as 
concurred with by the SHPO or THPO (as appropriate), or by a 
formal determination of eligibility from the Keeper of the National 
Register. 

NCE 
Non-Contributing 
Element of 
NHL/NRL/NRE District 

Facilities within the designated boundaries of a National Historic 
Landmark District or NRHP listed or eligible District that have 
been evaluated and determined not to contribute to the historic or 
architectural significance of the District. 

DNE Determined Not Eligible 
for Listing 

A facility that has been evaluated using the National Register 
criteria and is determined not to meet any of the requirements for 
eligibility. This determination is carried out by the installation staff 
in consultation with the SHPO or THPO (as appropriate). 

NEV Not Yet Evaluated A facility that has not yet been evaluated for historic status. 

DNR* 

NHLI/NHLC/NREI/NRE
C National Register 
Property – Designation 
rescinded 

A facility formerly classified as NHLI/NHLC/NREI/NREC that 
has been determined by the Keeper of the National Register to lack 
sufficient integrity to maintain its eligibility as a historic property. 
The formal removal process of NREI/NREC properties involves 
the review, approval, and signature of the FPO, SHPO, or THPO 
(ass appropriate), and the Secretary of the Interior.  

NHLC 
National Historic 
Landmark District – 
Contributing element 

An individual facility that is identified as a contributing element of 
a District listed in the NRHP and also designated an NHL District 
by the Secretary of the Interior. The designation of an NHL is 
coordinated by the Secretary of the Interior in consultation with 
the FPO. 

NRLC 
National Register Listed 
District – Contributing 
element 

An individual facility that is identified as a contributing element of 
a District formally listed in the NRHP. The formal evaluation and 
nomination process of contributing elements involves the review, 
approval, and signature of the FPO, the SHPO, or THPO (as 
appropriate); and the Keeper of the National Register. 

NREC 
National Register Eligible 
District – Contributing 
Element 

An individual facility that is identified as a contributing element of 
a larger District determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. An 
eligible District is treated the same as a District listed on the 
NRHP, pursuant to the NHPA and 36 CFR 800 ―Protection of 
Historic Properties.‖ The evaluation of contributing elements is 
carried out by the installation in consultation with the SHPO or 
THPO (as appropriate), or by an official determination of 
eligibility from the Keeper of the National Register. 
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Code Title Definition 

ELPA* Eligible for the purposes 
of a Program Alternative 

An individual facility that is treated as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP by consensus of the FPO, SHPO, or THPO (as 
appropriate); and the ACHP during development of a Program 
Alternative (Comment) as defined in 36 CFR 800 ―Protection of 
Historic Properties,‖ section 14: ―Federal Agency Program 
Alternatives.‖ An example includes all Capehart-Wherry housing, 
determined eligible for the purposes of a 2002 Program Comment 
process.  

*NOTE: The codes DNR and ELPA are reserved for NGB Headquarters use only. 

Maintenance and Care of Historic Buildings and Structures  

Under Section 106 of the NHPA (see Appendix H), the following actions have the potential to have an 
adverse effect on buildings and structures that are eligible for or listed in the NRHP: 

 Operations and maintenance  

 Renovations and upgrades 

 Demolition or replacement, or relocation 

 Property lease, transfer, or sale. 

This requirement applies to undertakings on federal property (lands or buildings) or state property with 
federal actions (such as funding or permits). Actions on state property (i.e., readiness centers [armories]) 
with no federal component do not require NHPA compliance; however, check state and local laws 
(Appendix H). 

Upon being advised by the project proponent of proposed operations or maintenance activities, 
renovations or upgrades, demolition, transfer, replacement, relocation, or sale or lease of property that 
might affect a property which is 45 years old or older and has an undetermined historic status, the CRM 
must determine its eligibility for the NRHP. If the property is determined eligible, the project represents 
an undertaking that has the potential to effect historic properties and must be reviewed under Section 106 
of the NHPA. CRMs must also review projects involving ground disturbance (landscaping, utility 
excavations, building demolition or construction) to determine the potential for the project to affect 
archaeological sites.  

The following maintenance and repair activities, when conducted as part of a federal undertaking, are 
determined to have no adverse effect on historic properties and, under the Nationwide Readiness Center 
PA(currently in Draft), will be exempted from further Section 106 review. It must be remembered that 
use of this exemption list does not negate the need for the CRM to review project to determine 
whether the exemption(s) apply. Non-federal actions involving state-owned buildings are not subject to 
review under Section 106, but may require review under state laws. 

Note: If the building is part of a local historic district, local zoning ordnances and historic preservation 
ordnances could restrict these actions or require local approval. 

1. Exterior:  

– Painting on previously painted surfaces using similar color  
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– Paint removal by nondestructive means that will not affect the historical fabric of the 
building 

– Repair or replacement of existing walkways with like materials 

– Repair or replacement of existing parking areas within the existing footprint and not 
involving lighting and landscaping changes associated with parking area 

– Repair or replacement of existing above ground fuel storage facilities 

– Placement of temporary barriers for compliance with DoD Minimum Antiterrorism 
Standards for Buildings (UFC 4-010-01 8 October 2003) 

– Repair of the building exterior when repair or replacement matches existing details, form, 
and materials. 

2. Interior:  

– Replace insulation (ceilings, attics, basement spaces, walls, plumbing pipes, hot water 
heaters, and ductwork) when only the insulation material is physically affected  

– Replace non-historic or character defining plumbing as defined in the original 
determination documentation when only the insulation material is physically affected 

– Replace non-historic or character defining heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
systems and units as defined in the original determination documentation when only such 
systems are physically affected 

– Replace electrical systems without altering historic fabric 

– Replace telecommunications equipment as defined in the original determination 
documentation when only such equipment is physically affected 

– Replace security systems as defined in the original determination documentation when 
only such systems are physically affected 

– Replace fire suppression systems as defined in the original determination documentation 
when only such systems are physically affected 

– Asbestos removal and abatement when it does not involve removal of the historic fabric 
of buildings and structures as defined in the original determination 

– Nondestructive lead paint abatement when it does not involve removal of historic fabric 
other than paint. 

It must be remembered that use of this exemption list does not negate the need for the CRM to review 
projects. There are guidelines for the treatment and preservation of historic properties contained in The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The standards can be 
viewed on the Internet at http://www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/tax/rhb/index.htm. 

Maintenance and Treatment Plans 

A maintenance and treatment plan can be developed as a component of the cultural resources 
management program and in some cases used to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA. A Maintenance 
and Treatment Plan (MTP) identifies the historic properties (buildings, structures, landscapes, and 
districts), their character defining features and contributing elements, building materials and condition, 
and promotes the preservation of these resources through planning, design, cyclic maintenance, and 
appropriate treatments for repair, rehabilitation, and restoration. An MTP is a 5-year management plan 
that provides guidance to the CRMs. The CRMs in turn use this information to work with the 

http://www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/tax/rhb/index.htm
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maintenance and facilities personnel working with historic structures to address problems of deterioration 
or failure of building materials and systems and addresses repair and renovation materials that will 
continue to maintain historic significance of the historic property. 

An MTP covers a grouping of buildings that is generally site-specific due to the complexity of each site 
and overlaying construction periods, and should focus on a range of alternatives and treatments from 
stabilization to restoration. 

Disposal or Demolition of Excess Property 

Mission requirement changes sometimes result in the removal, replacement, or disposal of buildings and 
structures. These actions can have an effect on a historic property under Section 106 of the NHPA. When 
buildings are to be removed, replaced, or disposed of, determine if the building is 50 years old and has 
been evaluated for eligibility to be listed in the NRHP. If the building is 50 (or near 50) years old, initiate 
the Section 106 process (see Appendix H). If necessary, evaluate the building for eligibility. It should be 
noted that transfers of property between federal agencies or transfers of property from a state 
agency to anyone are not considered undertakings with the potential to adversely affect historic 
properties; accordingly, these actions are not typically subject to Section 106 review. 

If removal or replacement is being considered, conduct an economic analysis on replacement of the 
building. When rehabilitation costs exceed 70 percent of a building’s replacement cost, replacement 
construction can be used. However, ―the 70% value may be exceeded where the significance of a specific 
structure warrants special attention if warranted by the life-cycle cost comparisons‖. 

If the projects will affect an eligible property, mitigation measures can be developed that reduce effects to 
a nonadverse level. The measures might include avoidance, preservation in place, rehabilitation, or data 
recovery. If data recovery is chosen, it is suggested that HABS or Historic American Engineering Record 
(HAER) documentation be prepared prior to implementation of any activity that could affect the character 
or integrity of the historic district. The SHPO or NPS Regional Office, in coordination with the 
MAARNG, would select the acceptable level of documentation for mitigation purposes. 

Even if the building itself is not historic, but is within a historic district, replacement could have an 
adverse effect on the historic district. If this is the case, consult with the SHPO. If the building to be 
removed is in, or a contributing element to, a historic district, the goals are to retain the character-defining 
features, design, and workmanship of buildings, structures, and landscape. If mission requirements cause 
the demolition and replacement of significant buildings or structures, the replacement design should be 
compatible with other buildings within and contributing to the historic district. Changes to the landscape 
should convey the historic pattern of land use, topography, transportation patterns, and spatial 
relationships. 

Force Protection and Antiterrorism Standards 

The intent of DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings (UFC 04-010-01) is to minimize the 
possibility of mass casualties in buildings or portions of buildings owned; leased; privatized; or otherwise 
occupied, managed, or controlled by or for MAARNG. These standards provide appropriate, 
implementable, and enforceable measures to establish a level of protection against terrorist attacks for all 
inhabited ARNG buildings where no known threat of terrorist activity currently exists. The standards 
apply to any MAARNG building that uses federal funding for new construction, renovations, 
modifications, repairs, restorations, or leasing and that meets the applicability provisions will comply 
with these standards (section 1-6 of Standards, also see exemptions, section 1-6.7). In general, it is 
applicable to inhabited buildings routinely occupied by 50 or more DoD personnel. 
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The overarching philosophy of this policy is that an appropriate level of protection can be provided for all 
MAARNG personnel at a reasonable cost. The philosophy of these standards is to build greater resistance 
to terrorist attack into all inhabited buildings. The primary methods to achieve this outcome are to 
maximize standoff distance, to construct superstructures to avoid progressive collapse, and to reduce 
flying debris hazards.  

Implementation of this policy, however, shall not supersede the MAARNG’s obligation to comply with 
federal laws regarding cultural resources to include the NHPA and ARPA. MAARNG personnel need to 
determine possible adverse effects on a historic structure or archaeological resource prior to antiterrorism 
standard undertakings and consult accordingly. Conversely, historic preservation compliance does not 
negate the requirement to implement DoD policy.  

In a project sponsored by the DoD Legacy Resources Management Program, the U.S. Army Construction 
Engineering Research Laboratory (USACERL) conducted a study to identify common circumstances in 
which UFC 4-010-01 undertakings would conflict with the requirements of the NHPA, and develop 
specific guidelines that would help installation command, AT, cultural resources, and facilities personnel 
to rapidly resolve those conflicts in a way that satisfies both sets of requirements. The final technical 
report, available at https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Library/NCR/Documents/RPT 03-176.pdf, 
interprets UFC 4-010-01 and presents technologies commonly used for UFC compliance. It also identifies 
AT undertakings that may conflict with the Secretary of the Interior’s rehabilitation standards and 
suggests ways to satisfy dual AT/HP requirements. 

The report, Antiterrorism Measures for Historic Properties (Webster et al.2006), proposes guidelines 
for making historic buildings compliant with UFC 4-010-01, while also meeting or being in the spirit of 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards. A number of recommendations are suggested by 
the authors, including the following: 

 Consider broader environment of base and beyond in assessing needs and designing solutions  

 Consider historic building’s building materials, structural design, and component in assessing needs 
and designing solutions 

 Consider building use and functions within it in assessing needs and designing solutions 

 Integrate security measures in siting and landscaping of historic building. Low retaining walls, 
decorative fences, trees and vegetation, boulders, and street furniture can serve security benefit. 

The decision to demolish a historic building rather than attempting to retrofit it must be justified with a 
cost analysis and discussion of alternatives examined. 

Economic Analysis 

The MAARNG is required to conduct an economic analysis of historic buildings and structures that are 
being considered for demolition and replacement. The NHPA requires that historic buildings and 
structures be reused to the maximum extent possible. However, this must be justified through a life-cycle 
economic analysis. 

Replacement construction may be used when the rehabilitation costs exceed 70 percent of the building’s 
replacement cost. However, the 70 percent value may be exceeded if the structure warrants special 
attention or if justified by the life-cycle cost comparisons.  

The assessment of new construction must include life-cycle maintenance costs, utility costs, replacement 
costs, and all other pertinent factors in the economic analysis. Replacement costs must be based on 

https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Library/NCR/Documents/RPT_03-176.pdf
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architectural design that is compatible with the historic property or district. Potential reuses of the historic 
structure must be addressed prior to making the final decision to dispose of the property. 

The MAARNG must also consider costs associated with the contracting of qualified archaeologists, if 
needed, or the services of professionals to carry out historic building inspections. 

Software is available to aid the MAARNG in the economic analysis of building maintenance costs related 
to layaway/mothballing, renovation and reuse, and demolition. There is also software for the analysis of 
window replacement costs.  

The program is designed to estimate costs over a 20-year time period. The economic analyses included in 
the program are 

 The cost of each alternative over the life-cycle of the building 

 The possible alternatives and additional costs incurred 

 The point at which one alternative becomes a more viable option than others. 

There is also a Window Econometric Computer Program to provide life-cycle cost comparisons 
associated with the repair or replacement of windows. The Layaway Economic Analysis Tool Software is 
available on CD by contacting the AEC at 1-800-USA-3845, or online at 
http://www.aec.army.mil/usaec/cultural/ software.html. The Layaway Economic Analysis Tool, Version 
2.04 developed by the U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center / Construction Engineering 
Research Laboratories, is a Windows 95/98 NT-based software tool available to DoD users in CD-ROM 
format. 

I.2.7  Cultural Landscapes 

A cultural landscape is ―a geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the 
wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting 
other cultural or aesthetic values (Cultural Resource Management Guidelines, NPS-28).‖ A cultural 
landscape can be a 

 Historic site: the location of a significant event or activity, or a building or structure, whether 
standing, ruined, or vanished, where the location itself possesses historic, cultural, or archaeological 
value regardless of the value of any existing structure 

 Historic designed landscape: a landscape having historic significance as a design or work of art 
because it was consciously designed and laid out by a landscape architect, master gardener, architect, 
or horticulturist according to design principles, or by an owner or other amateur using a recognized 
style or tradition in response or reaction to a recognized style or tradition; has a historic association 
with a significant person or persons, trend, or event in landscape gardening or landscape architecture; 
or a significant relationship to the theory and practice of landscape architecture 

 Historic vernacular landscape: a landscape whose use, construction, or physical layout reflects 
endemic traditions, customs, beliefs, or values in which the expression of cultural values, social 
behavior, and individual actions over time is manifested in the physical features and materials and 
their interrelationships, including patterns of spatial organization, land use, circulation, vegetation, 
structures, and objects; and in which the physical, biological, and cultural features reflect the customs 
and everyday lives of people 

http://www.aec.army.mil/usaec/cultural/%20software.html


Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

September 2009 I-27 

 Ethnographic landscape: a landscape traditionally associated with a contemporary ethnic group, 
typically used for such activities as subsistence hunting and gathering, religious or sacred ceremonies, 
and traditional meetings.  

Cultural landscapes, as defined here, are a type of historic property addressed in terms of National 
Register eligibility and should not be confused with the ―cultural landscape approach‖. The cultural 
landscape approach is a comprehensive planning approach that incorporates historic properties along with 
all other categories of cultural resources.  

Under Section 106 of the NHPA (see Appendix H), the following actions have the potential to have an 
adverse effect: 

 Renovations and upgrades to contributing components of the cultural landscape 

 Demolition or replacement, and/or relocation of contributing components of the cultural landscape 

 Modern elements added or constructed into a cultural landscape 

 Property lease, transfer, or sale. 

Upon being advised by the project proponent of proposed operations or maintenance activities, 
renovations or upgrades, demolition, new construction, major landscaping projects, transfer, replacement, 
relocation, or sale or lease of property that could affect a property that is 45 years old or older and has an 
undetermined historic status, the CRM must determine its eligibility for the NRHP. If the property is 
determined eligible, the project represents an undertaking that has the potential to effect historic 
properties and must be reviewed under Section 106 of the NHPA. CRMs must also review projects 
involving ground disturbance (landscaping, utility excavations, building demolition or construction) to 
determine the potential for the project to affect archaeological sites.   

If the MAARNG is managing cultural landscapes, the CRM should consider developing an agreement 
document with the SHPO or Tribes, as well as the development of an SOP (Chapter 3). Refer to section 
I.2.4 for inadvertent discoveries. 

There are guidelines for the treatment and preservation of historic properties contained in The Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the 
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. The standards can be viewed on the Internet at 
http://www2.cr.nps.gov/hli/introguid.htm. Information is also available in the National Park Service 
publication, Preservation Brief #36: Protecting Cultural Landscapes. 

I.2.8  Other Cultural Resources 

Other cultural resources include places or objects that a community of people value for their role in 
sustaining a community’s cultural integrity. These places that are important to a community tradition or 
activities could be eligible for listing in the NRHP and should be evaluated.  

Even in those instances where evaluation of a resource considered important to a community or to Tribes 
results in a determination that the resource is not eligible for listing on the NRHP, potential impacts to the 
resource can still be considered under NEPA. NEPA procedures offer the public a chance for comment on 
projects that might affect places of community significance.  

http://www2.cr.nps.gov/hli/introguid.htm
http://www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/briefs/brief36.htm
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Sacred Sites 

According to EO 13007, a ―sacred site‖ is ―any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on Federal 
land that is identified by an Indian Tribe, or Indian individual determined to be an appropriately 
authoritative representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its established religious 
significance to, or ceremonial use by, an Indian religion; provided that the Tribe or appropriately 
authoritative representative of an Indian religion has informed the agency of the existence of such a site.‖ 

Restricting access to information regarding sacred sites is recommended and will ensure a positive 
working relationship with Tribes. Refer to section 2.5 regarding information restriction requirements. 

Consultation with Tribes should be conducted to identify their cultural resources management concerns, 
specifically with sacred sites. If sacred sites have been suspected during a survey, local federally 
recognized Tribes should be notified. Refer to the POC List of federally recognized Tribes in Appendix 
F.  

Per AIRFA and EO 13007, Tribes have the right to access and use sacred sites on MAARNG -controlled 
lands. Reasonable terms, conditions, and restrictions regarding access to sacred sites will be agreed upon 
in order to protect personal health and safety and to avoid interference with the military mission or with 
national security. Sacred sites may be used for ceremonies that take place one or more times during a 
year. Reasonable notice should be given by the MAARNG if mission actions prohibit Tribes access to a 
sacred site. 

Avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of sacred sites. If the site is adversely affected or has 
potential of being adversely affected, NHPA Section 106 procedures must be complied with. See 
Appendix H regarding Section 106 procedures. 

Cemeteries  

For assessing the significance of cemeteries, and gathering information that can be used for their 
subsequent preservation and protection, the CRM should follow the guidelines outlined in the National 
Register Bulletin ―Guidelines for Evaluating and Registering Cemeteries and Burial Places‖ and the 
Know How Bulletin #4 published by the MHC (Appendix A). 

The MAARNG has no plans to disturb the cemeteries on its lands. Known cemeteries on MAARNG 
lands are fenced for protection, monitored periodically for integrity, and are identified on installation 
plans as sensitive resource areas to be avoided.  

Historic Objects  

Historic objects can include records, photographs, artifacts, and donated private collections that are 
associated with the MAARNG’s military history. These objects should be inventoried and ownership 
determined. The Army currently does not provide funding for preservation and conservation of historic 
objects in its inventory, apart from those in designated museums. CRMs should coordinate with the 
MAARNG historian, if one has been assigned, or with the NGB historians in the Public Affairs Office, 
regarding procedures for dealing with historic objects. 

I.3  Tribal Consultation 

The NHPA, EO 13007, EO 13175, Presidential Memorandum for Heads of Executive Departments and 
Agencies dated 29 April 1994: Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal 
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Governments, DoDI 4710.02, and the Annotated Policy Document for DoD American Indian and Alaska 
Native Policy, dated 27 October 1999, require federal agencies to consult with federally recognized 
American Indian Tribes. 

Consultation takes on many forms. The MAARNG might need to consult on a project basis for proposed 
actions that might affect cultural resources of interest to Tribes. If MAARNG activities have the potential 
to affect tribal properties or resources, all interested Tribes will be consulted early in the planning process 
and their concerns will be addressed to the greatest extent possible. Establishing a permanent relationship 
with Tribes will lead to better understanding of each party’s interests and concerns and development of a 
trust relationship. This will streamline future project-based consultation and streamline the inadvertent 
discovery process. 

It is the goal of the consultation process to identify both the resource management concerns and the 
strategies for addressing them through an interactive dialogue with appropriate American Indian 
communities.  

I.3.1  Issues and Concerns 

Issues are both general and particular. On the one hand, traditional American Indians might attach 
religious and cultural values to lands and resources on a very broad scale, such as recognizing a mountain 
or a viewshed as a sacred landscape, and they could be concerned about any potential use that would be 
incompatible with these values. On the other hand, issues could be specific to discrete locations on public 
lands, such as reasonable access to ceremonial places, or to the freedom to collect, possess, and use 
certain regulated natural resources such as special-status species.  

Many American Indian issues and concerns, although associated with MAARNG lands and resources, are 
based on intangible values. Intangible values are not amenable to ―mitigation‖ in the same way that a 
mitigation strategy can be used to address damage to, or loss of, physical resources.  

Some of the issues that frequently surface in consultation are briefly discussed here to illustrate the 
relationship of American Indian interests and concerns to MAARNG land and resource management 
decisions.  

Access. Free access to traditionally significant locations can be a difficult issue for MAARNG managers 
when there would be conflicts with other management obligations. For example, individuals’ age or 
infirmity often combine with distance or terrain to make motorized vehicle access the only practical 
means for some American Indians to reach locations of religious importance. This presents a dilemma to 
managers where public lands are being managed as sensitive riparian habitat or for their wilderness 
character, for example, and motorized vehicle access is accordingly restricted or prohibited. The 
MAARNG can end up in the contradictory situation of trying to protect resources and landscapes—the 
continuing existence of which is essential to traditional American Indian practices—from the American 
Indian practitioners themselves.  

Use. One of the more tangible issues with potential for resource conflict is American Indian collection 
and use of plants and animals for traditional religious or cultural purposes. Some species regulated under 
the Endangered Species Act could have religious or cultural significance. Collection of other resources, 
such as plant products, minerals, and gemstones, might be regulated under other statutory authority and/or 
MAARNG policy.  

Sacredness. American Indian attribution of sacredness to large land areas is one of the most difficult 
issues for MAARNG managers to reconcile with other management responsibilities. From the viewpoint 
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of traditional religious practitioners, a particular land area could be regarded as a hallowed place devoted 
to special religious rites and ceremonies. Practitioners might perceive any secular use or development in 
such a place to be injurious to its exceptional sacred qualities or a sacrilege and, therefore, unacceptable 
from their view. Nevertheless, the MAARNG manager might be put in the position of having to weigh a 
proposal for a legally and politically supported use such as mineral development in an area regarded as 
sacred and inviolate.  

Mitigation. Strategies to reduce impacts of proposed federal actions or the effects of proposed 
undertakings generally follow models related to NEPA, the NHPA, and their implementing regulations 
(40 CFR Parts 1500–1508 and 36 CFR Part 800). Where American Indian cultural and religious concerns 
are involved, however, conventional methods of mitigation generally do not appropriately address the 
consequences felt by American Indian practitioners.  

The fact that the CRMs are frequently the ones assigned to do the staff work for certain American Indian 
issues could lead to some misunderstanding that American Indian issues are cultural resources issues. 
From there it could be mistakenly deduced that American Indian issues might often be resolved through 
mitigation methods such as archaeological data recovery. Such ideas would misinterpret the majority of 
American Indian issues that managers must consider in decision-making.  

It is feasible, where some issues of American Indian use are involved, that mitigation procedures could 
work. For example, mitigation could work in cases where common natural products are the object, and 
either the MAARNG proposal or the American Indian use is flexible.  

That is, it could be possible for an MAARNG proposal to be modified to allow continuing traditional 
resource use, or it might be acceptable for the American Indian use to be moved outside the proposed 
affected area. In contrast, however, more abstract, nonresource issues surrounding belief and practice 
could be a much different matter.  

Consultation as Conflict Identification. Consultation is sometimes approached apprehensively, with a 
view that talking with American Indians will result in more intractable problems than existed before. This 
view can be relieved by awareness that many American Indian issues and concerns are not much different 
from public issues and concerns that the MAARNG deals with on a regular basis, and that the means for 
dealing with them are basically the same.  

It is possible for the MAARNG to address many of the concerns for gaining access to sites, attaining 
needed materials, and protecting American Indian values, within the normal scope of multiple use 
management. Solutions can include: (1) providing administrative access to sensitive areas; (2) making 
special land use designations; (3) developing cooperative management agreements with American Indian 
communities; (4) stipulating for continuing American Indian uses in leases, permits, and other land use 
authorizations; (5) diverting or denying clearly incompatible land uses; and (6) similar affirmative 
management solutions.  

Consultation should identify not only American Indian interests and concerns, but also their suggestions 
for potentially effective approaches to address them.  

Consultation is incomplete and largely pointless unless it is directed toward the identification of mutually 
acceptable solutions.  

When a proposed MAARNG decision poses potential consequences for lands and resources valued by 
American Indians, consultation with the community that holds the values and identified the consequences 
can generate strategies for an appropriate management response.  
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A list of tribal representatives and POCs is included in Appendix F. 

Timing for Native American consultation will vary depending on the consultation methods, the nature of 
the ongoing relationship, and the purpose of the consultation. Consultation to develop understanding of 
interests and concerns with land and resource management, and establishing procedures for working 
together, is a continuous and ongoing process. 

For project-specific consultation, the CRM should send appropriate reports and documentation to 
potentially affected THPO/Tribes describing the proposed action and analysis of effects (either Section 
106 or NEPA documents) and request comments and input. After 30 days, the CRM should follow up 
with THPO/Tribes for input if no correspondence has been received. A thorough MFR must be kept. For 
projects of particular interest to THPOs/Tribes, the CRM could consider a site visit and meeting with 
affected THPOs/Tribes. 

I.3.2  Consultation Resources 

The following agencies can provide useful information and guidance on how to identify Tribes with 
interests in the lands within the MAARNG virtual installation and how to consult with Tribes under 
AIRFA, NHPA, NEPA, ARPA, and NAGPRA. Representatives from these agencies are also often 
available to facilitate consultations. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs: www.doi.gov/bureau-indian-affairs.html  

National Association of Tribal Historic Preservation Officers: www.nathpo.org  

DoD Tribal Liaison Office: https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Native/native.html  

I.4  Stakeholder and Public Involvement Plan 

Stakeholder and public involvement and community outreach can be driven by regulation in project-
specific cases, or can be a proactive method of partnering with interested parties to achieve long-range 
goals and solicit program support. The following section describes some methods to involve stakeholders 
and the public for projects or programs. 

Stakeholders can include 

 SHPO 

 Tribes/THPOs  

 Veterans organizations 

 Interested public 

 Federal and state agencies 

 Special interest groups 

 Local historical committees and societies 

 Tenants, lessees, and land users (hunters, fishermen, boy scouts, police) 

 Neighbors 

 Landowners 

http://www.doi.gov/bureau-indian-affairs.html
http://www.nathpo.org/
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Native/native.html
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 Contractors 

 NGB 

 Integrated Readiness Training 

 Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) 

 ODEP/AEC. 

Consultation with Tribes is required by several cultural resources laws, regulations, and Eos; and DoD 
policy and is good stewardship of cultural resources. Tribal consultation is addressed in section I.3 and 
Appendix H. 

I.4.1  Public and Stakeholder Involvement and Outreach 

Public participation and involvement are required for most environmental programs, including cultural 
resources. Regulation 36 CFR 800.2(d) requires that the MAARNG seek and consider public views in its 
undertakings that could have an effect on historic properties. For tribal consultation see section I.3. 
Benefits of public involvement to the MAARNG include 

 Opening the decision-making process to the public and building credibility 

 Assisting with the identification of issues 

 Enhancing mutual understanding of stakeholder values and MAARNG management challenges 

 Making better decisions 

 Minimizing delays and enhancing community support. 

If MAARNG plans have the potential to affect a historic property and an EA or EIS is deemed 
unnecessary, public involvement is still expected. Under Section 106 regulations, federal agencies are 
required to involve the public in the Section 106 process. This includes the identification of appropriate 
public input and notification to the public of proposed actions, consistent with 36 CFR 800.2(d). The 
MAARNG may choose to follow the same process as stipulated in NEPA for EAs. 

The regulations also state that, to streamline the process, the public involvement requirements under 
NEPA should be incorporated into cultural resource planning and projects when activities require the 
development of an EA or an EIS.  

Note: For any adverse effect, it is the MAARNG’s responsibility to determine which stakeholders may 
have an interest, e.g., local historic preservation group, statewide nonprofit preservation organization, 
and determine the level of public involvement needed. However, in accordance with 32 CFR Part 651.28, 
a REC can be used if the SHPO concurs with the action. 

Timing: For Section 106 projects and EAs, anticipate approximately 6 to 9 months to complete the 
compliance process, more complex projects can take longer. If an EIS is required, plan for 12 to 16 
months to complete. Again, a complex or controversial project could take up to 3 years to complete. 
Public Involvement requirements are included in these time estimates. 

Distribution of Documents 

Public notices can be posted in places where people gather or visit such as the local post office or grocery 
stores. Public notices should also be placed in the local newspaper. 
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While interacting with private newspapers, it is important to recognize that the audience might not 
appreciate the military mission or community. Whenever possible, points should reflect positively on the 
ARNG and be made in a clear and noncontroversial manner. 

Special efforts will be made to use newspapers to acquaint the surrounding communities with the overall 
cultural resources program at the various MAARNG sites and training installations. It is to the benefit of 
the MAARNG to inform the public of these programs. This can be achieved through press releases. In 
addition to the newspaper, press releases can be sent to local magazines or Web-based news sites. 

Libraries are excellent repositories to allow for public access to documents for review. Most communities, 
schools, and universities have libraries.  

I.4.2  Public Involvement Opportunities 

Education can promote awareness of important MAARNG cultural resources projects and the rationale 
behind them. Actions such as selling a historic building require effective communication to get positive 
support and, perhaps more importantly, to avoid adverse impacts and reactions from various public 
groups. A preservation awareness program must be directed to both MAARNG and external interests if it 
is to be effective. 

I.4.3  Special Events 

Special events with local and national significance offer excellent opportunities to educate the public on 
cultural resources preservation. Events such as Earth Day (22 April), Fourth of July, Veteran’s Day, 
National Historic Preservation Week (third week in May), National Public Lands Day (last Saturday in 
September), and local town celebrations are opportunities for the ARNG to help educate people about 
cultural resources and preservation principles. Section I.7 contains Web sites that can aid MAARNG in 
this task. 

I.4.4  Executive Order 13287 (Preserve America) 

In addition to the reporting requirements outlined in section I.1.3, EO 13287 encourages federal agencies 
to preserve America’s heritage by actively advancing the protection, enhancement, and contemporary use 
of the historic properties owned by the federal government; promoting intergovernmental cooperation and 
partnerships for the preservation and use of historic properties; inventorying resources; and promoting 
heritage tourism. Some ideas for promoting this EO include 

 Virtual tours of historic facilities or sites 

 Partnerships 

 Museum and exhibits 

 Veteran’s history project 

 Traveling exhibits 

 Walking tours. 

I.4.5  Other Opportunities for Outreach 

Other methods for reaching external stakeholders include 

 Public forums 
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 Web sites 

 Scoping meetings 

 Questionnaires and feedback sheets 

 Public notices 

 Presentations at various forums and gatherings 

 Cross training the MAARNG staff to be a liaison 

 Society meetings. 

By knowing who the interested public is, other methods will come to light.  

I.4.6  Public Affairs Office  

The Public Affairs Office (PAO) performs more of an oversight and guidance role with respect to public 
involvement issues. The PAO maintains liaison with the project proponent, CRM, JAG, and other NGB 
offices. In support of NEPA and NHPA actions, the National Guard Bureau Office of Public Affairs and 
Strategic Communications assists the project proponent in the preparation of press releases, public 
notices, and other information. The MAARNG PAO provides guidance for planning and coordination, 
conducts public meetings or hearings for the MAARNG, supports the project proponent during the NEPA 
process, and reviews all NEPA documents. At Camp Edwards, the Community Liaisons within the 
Environmental & Readiness Center also provide support for public outreach efforts.  

Any public involvement plans, outreach, special events, or informational briefings should be developed 
and implemented by the MAARNG PAO. If such activities do not originate in the PAO, the office should 
approve them. 

Public notices published in support of EAs should be submitted to the PAO in the form of a three-column 
commercial advertisement and should be published at least 3 consecutive days. The PAO should insist on 
a tear sheet from the newspaper or a notarized copy of the public notice advertisement to ensure the ad 
has run and the program manager or the PAO has proof of publication. 

I.5  Agreement Documents 

In some cases, streamlining Section 106 regulations, addressing issues under NHPA, NAGPRA, and EO 
13175; and the consultation process can be accomplished through the use of an MOA, PA, CA, or plan of 
action and MOU.  

MOAs are agreement documents for specific undertakings on how the effects of the project will be taken 
into account (36 CFR 800.5(e)(4)), and, in general, used as a mitigation agreement document for the 
adverse effects of a single undertaking. The agency, the ACHP, the SHPO/THPO/Tribes, and possibly 
other consulting parties negotiate MOAs. These agreement documents govern the implementation of a 
particular project and the resolution of particular effects of that project. 

PAs are, in general, used to govern the implementation of a particular program or the resolution of 
adverse effects from certain complex projects or multiple undertakings. PAs are negotiated between the 
agency, the ACHP, the SHPO/THPO/Tribes, and possibly other consulting parties. These agreement 
documents may be used when 

 Effects on historic properties are similar and repetitive or are multistate or regional in scope 
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 Effects on historic properties cannot be fully determined prior to approval of an undertaking 

 Nonfederal parties are delegated major decision-making responsibilities 

 Routine maintenance activities are undertaken at federal installations, facilities, or other land 
management units 

 Circumstances warrant a departure from the normal Section 106 process. 

CAs are similar to a PA structure and used to establish the repatriation process under NAGPRA. CAs are 
negotiated between the agency, the THPOs/Tribes, and possibly other claimant groups or parties. These 
agreement documents can govern the notification process, reburial procedures, limitations, custody 
procedures, and monitoring plans. CAs are particularly useful when it is known upfront that remains or 
funerary objects are likely to be encountered. 

A plan of action is prepared after an inadvertent discovery under NAGPRA is made (e.g., human remains 
or items of cultural patrimony) and is prepared after a consultation meeting(s) with the appropriate 
Tribe(s). The plan is a presentation of the verbal agreements that are made during the consultation 
regarding the extraction of the remains, length of time out of the ground, disposition while out of the 
ground, who the remains will be repatriated to and in what manner, information about the public notice 
that must be published (e.g., in the newspaper 7 weeks before repatriation, in two notices, one week 
apart), and a description of the repatriation process. 

MOUs in general, are used to clarify protocols and roles and responsibilities. The agency, the 
SHPO/THPO/Tribes, and other consulting parties can negotiate MOUs. These documents are used as a 
tool to ensure that all involved parties are informed of, and agree upon, the details of a particular cultural 
resources management program.  

NGB can provide sample documents of Pas and MOAs. Draft MOAs, PAs, CAs, and plans of action must 
be reviewed by NGB and ODEP/AEC. Development of agreement documents requires public and 
stakeholder involvement.  

The following is the list of attachments accompanying all types of draft agreement documents to be sent 
to the NGB, as appropriate to the action: 

1. Cost estimate 
2. Form 420 R or 1391 – signed 
3. State JA Email stating he/she has reviewed the draft MOA 
4. Any supporting documents as applicable. 

Timing: Preparation and review time for agreement documents will vary with complexity of issues and 
the number of parties involved. The review process is as follows: 

 MAARNG drafts the agreement document 

 NGB (including NGB-JA and other divisions) reviews, any comments are sent back to the MAARNG 
for incorporation 

 ODEP and AEC reviews and submits comments to NGB to the MAARNG for incorporation 

 NGB reviews for legal sufficiency (2nd review) 

 NGB, Chief, ARE signs, if no changes needed 

 MAARNG representative signs (i.e., TAG, CFMO) signs 



Final Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan Revision 
Massachusetts Army National Guard 

I-36 September 2009 

 SHPO signs 

 Other signatories sign. 

At a minimum anticipate: 

 MOA – 4 to 6 months 

 PA – 6 to 12 months 

 CA – 6 to 12 months 

 plan of action – 6 to 12 months 

 MOU – 4 to 6 months. 

I.6  Sustainability in Cultural Resources Management  

The federal government encourages agencies to take the lead in being stewards of the environment, to 
preserve today’s resources for the future. EO 13423 Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and 
Transportation Management advocates a variety of approaches to assist agencies in reducing waste, 
saving resources, and promoting environmentally friendly design. The CRM should coordinate 
sustainability efforts with the MAARNG’s Environmental Management System (EMS). 

One of the primary focuses of stewardship within the DoD is the concept of sustainability; this concept 
applies to design, construction, operations, and resource conservation. Sustainability is responsible 
stewardship of the nation’s natural, human, and financial resources through a practical and balanced 
approach. Sustainable practices are an investment in the future. Through conservation, improved 
maintainability, recycling, reduction and reuse of waste, and other actions and innovations, the 
MAARNG can meet today’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own. 

Applying sustainability principles to cultural resources management, chapter 4 of the NPS publication 
Guiding Principles of Sustainable Design, notes that ―sustainability has often been an integral part of the 
composition of both tangible and intangible cultural resources. Ecological sustainability and preservation 
of cultural resources are complementary. In large part, the historic events and cultural values that are 
commemorated were shaped by humankind's response to the environment. When a cultural resource 
achieves sufficient importance that it is deemed historically significant, it becomes a nonrenewable 
resource worthy of consideration for sustainable conservation. Management, preservation, and 
maintenance of cultural resources should be directed to that end.‖ 
(http://www.nps.gov/dsc/d publications/d 1 gpsd 4 ch4.htm#2)  

I.6.1  Archaeological Sites  

Archaeological sites offer a special challenge for implementation of sustainability initiatives for several 
reasons. The need to protect site locations has long been seen as a hindrance to training or Master 
Planning on installations, as it represents a competing land use requirement. Completion of archaeological 
predictive models and surveys help reduce the footprint of parcels where training or development is 
restricted; however, few ARNG parcels have been completely surveyed for archaeological resources. As 
installations are increasing effected by encroachment, any restriction on land use within the installation is 
seen as counterproductive to the mission.  

Archaeological sites provide a physical record how people have interacted with their environment in the 
past and what that tells us of how they led their lives. It is the product of ongoing change, stretching from 

http://www.nps.gov/dsc/d_publications/d_1_gpsd_4_ch4.htm#2
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the distant past into the present. Physically, this record is non-renewable – in each period, a combination 
of natural and cultural processes almost inevitably impacts the record of previous periods. Intellectually, 
the record is in a constant flux of discovery, redefinition and interpretation through archaeological 
investigation and dissemination. Present uses will provide grist for the archaeologists of the future - the 
physical record of how we have lived and treated our environment and how much of our past we pass on 
to our successors.  

In an analysis of how archaeology could contribute to sustainable development initiatives 
(http://www.britarch.ac.uk/conserve/ArchQOL.html), the Council for British Archaeology concluded that 
archaeology and the historic environment are: 

 the only source for understanding the development of human society in prehistoric and much of 
historic times  

 a source of enjoyment and interest through intellectual and physical engagement and leisure-time 
pursuits, contributing to general mental, spiritual and physical health  

 an important medium for general education, life-long learning and personal development  
 a vital basis of people’s awareness of historical and cultural identity, sense of community and 

place, and a key source of perspective on social change 
 a non-renewable record of people’s long-term social, spiritual and economic relationships and 

their interaction with all parts of the environment  
 a fundamental determinant of environmental character, bio-diversity and cultural diversity  
 a catalyst for improving the distinctive qualities of places where people live and work or which 

they visit  
 a means of understanding long-term environmental change in relation to sustainability  
 a source of evidence about past use of renewable energy and recyclable resources such as water, 

timber, mineral resources, and organic waste  
 a source of added value in economic and social regeneration  
 a major source of revenue through tourism and recreation.  

These benefits can be maximized by enhancing people’s awareness of archaeology and the historic 
environment and developing a culture, within government and the private sector and in their dealings with 
others, of promoting active involvement, care and appreciation for the benefit of present and future 
generations. 

Archaeology and the historic environment contribute significantly to people’s quality of life. The ARNG 
has a responsibility for stewardship of this environment so that it can continue to inform present and 
future populations about our shared past. At the same time, stewardship must be integrated into the 
ARNG mission. In addition to promoting public awareness of archaeological information and the benefits 
of preservation to the larger installation community (see Public Outreach and Awareness discussion 
elsewhere in this appendix), there are a number of new initiatives being explored to integrate archaeology 
into the success of the mission. 

The Cultural Resources Program at Fort Drum, for example, has pioneered the following initiatives as 
part of a DoD Legacy Resources Management Program project: 

 A program to ―harden‖ historic archaeological sites for the dual purposes of protecting sites from 
natural erosion and facilitating their use for military training; this program involves covering sites 
with geotextile fabric, sand, and gravel, and then allowing units to park vehicles within the site 
for various training exercises. The program has received approval from the New York SHPO and 
is completed with ITAM funds. 

http://www.britarch.ac.uk/conserve/ArchQOL.html
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 A program to create models of archaeological features, of the types likely to be encountered by 
soldiers mobilized in the Middle East, for use during training exercises. This program educates 
the soldier in how to identify cultural features and maneuver within the environment of an 
archaeological site in a manner that reduces or avoids damage to significant resource areas. 

 A program to develop training scenarios that include archaeological sites and protection issues 
(e.g., halting looting or damage) to provide more realistic training for soldiers before they are 
mobilized overseas, and to increase awareness of archaeological issues at home 

 Development of playing cards with archaeological content for distribution to units being 
mobilized overseas. The cards include information on the prehistory of the areas (Iraq and 
Afghanistan) where the units will operate, identify important features of the landscape, and 
present information on preservation and protection issues related to archaeological sites in these 
countries. 

Appendix J includes slides from a Power Point presentation given by the Fort Drum cultural resources 
staff on the site hardening program, and an example of a training scenario developed for use at Fort 
Drum. Copies of other materials developed by Fort Drum are available on DENIX, or by contacting the 
cultural resources staff at Fort Drum. 

I.6.2  Building Renovation and Repair 

Renovation of older buildings, compared to new construction, could result in considerable energy savings 
and reductions in materials used, thus benefiting the environment. In addition to reducing project costs, 
there might also be significant savings in time and money associated with reduced regulatory review and 
approvals. Additional reduced costs can occur with sustainable aspects of site and construction debris 
management.  

In the event that buildings are not suitable for renovation, salvage as much as possible from the 
building(s) being demolished. Salvage of historic materials reduces landfill pressure, preserves important 
character-defining features of historic buildings, and saves natural resources. Typical examples of 
salvageable materials include lumber, millwork, certain plumbing fixtures, and hardware. Make sure these 
materials are safe (test for lead paint and asbestos), and do not sacrifice energy efficiency or water 
efficiency by reusing old windows or toilets. 

Sustainable renovations also could provide opportunities for enhanced cooperation with local regulatory 
authorities, as well as providing site enhancement potential. The alternatives could be less expensive, 
more environmentally responsible, and potentially more aesthetically pleasing.  

A comprehensive job-site waste-recycling program should be part of any renovation plan. Some 
construction waste materials can be sold, thus recovering the investment in separation and separate 
storage. More significant savings are often achieved through avoided expense of landfill disposal. In large 
projects, the savings can be dramatic. A flyer regarding salvage of historic materials is included in 
Appendix J. 

Additional guidance related to green building design and building operations can be found in AR 
Engineering Technical Letter 1110-3-491 ―Sustainable Design for Military Facilities (2001).‖ The 
MAARNG seeks to meet LEEDS Silver standards for all new construction. 

http://www.sustainablenc.org/thewaytogo/main/cd.htm
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I.6.3  Landscape Design 

Sustainability principles also apply to preservation of landscape elements and undisturbed land that might 
contain archaeological or sacred sites. Some specific principles include 

 Integrate sustainability principles from the onset of project design. Involving technical experts such as 
archaeologists and landscape architects early in the site-planning process might reduce the need for 
(and cost of) plantings or landscape modification by identifying ways to protect existing site plantings 
or landscape features. 

 Locate buildings to minimize environmental impact. Cluster buildings or build attached units to 
preserve open space and wildlife habitats, avoid especially sensitive areas including wetlands, and 
keep roads and service lines short. Leave the most pristine areas untouched, and look for areas that 
have been previously damaged to build on. Seek to restore damaged ecosystems. 

 Situate buildings to benefit from existing vegetation. Trees on the east and west sides of a building 
can dramatically reduce cooling loads. Hedge rows and shrubbery can block cold winter winds or 
help channel cool summer breezes into buildings. 

 Value site resources. Early in the siting process carry out a careful site evaluation, including solar 
access, soils, vegetation, water resources, important cultural landscape elements, pristine or protected 
natural areas, and let this information guide the design. 

I.6.4  Education 

Finally, the MAARNG should make education a part of its daily practice: Use the design and construction 
process to educate leadership, employees, subcontractors, and the general public about environmental 
impacts of buildings and infrastructure and how these impacts can be minimized. 

I.7  Additional Resources 

DRAFT Nationwide Readiness Center (Armory) Programmatic Agreement. In accordance with 36 
CFR Part 800.14 (b), a nationwide PA is being developed to help streamline the Section 106 process for 
federal undertakings at readiness centers (armories). 

Conservation Handbook. The Conservation Handbook will link to any specific law or regulation.  

I.7.1  Web sites 

The ACHP Web site provides current preservation news and links to laws and regulations concerning 
heritage preservation. http://www.achp.gov 

DENIX – is the central platform and information clearinghouse for environment, safety and occupational 
health news, information, policy, and guidance. Serving the worldwide greater DoD community, DENIX 
offers environment, safety and occupational health professionals a vast document library, a gateway to 
Web-based environmental compliance tools, an interactive workgroup environment, a variety of 
groupware tools and an active membership community numbering thousands. http://www.denix.osd.mil 

ICRMP Toolbox on DENIX 
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/public/esprograms/conservation/legacy/etb/etbwelcome.htm 

Save America’s Treasures. www2.cr.nps.gov/treasures/  

http://www.achp.gov/
http://www.denix.osd.mil/
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/public/esprograms/conservation/legacy/etb/etbwelcome.htm
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Web site provides links to EPA news, topics, laws and 
regulations, and information sources. http://www.epa.gov  

Guardnet. http://guardnet.ngb.army.mil  

The DoD Legacy Resources Management Program Web site explains a Legacy project can involve 
regional ecosystem management initiatives, habitat preservation efforts, archaeological investigations, 
invasive species control, Native American consultations, and monitoring and predicting migratory 
patterns of birds and animals. http://www.dodlegacy.org 

The NPS, Links to the Past Web page is a resource to find information on cultural resource subjects and 
cultural resource programs. http://www.cr.nps.gov 

The NRHP Web site provides links to assist in registering a property to the NRHP among other various 
preservation topics and links. http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr 

The National Trust for Historic Preservation has an informative Web site of how the private sector 
preserves America’s diverse historic places and communities through education, advocacy, and resources. 
http://www.nthp.org 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation Web site describes the intent of the Standards, 
which is to assist the long-term preservation of a property’s significance through the preservation of 
historic materials and features. http://www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/tax/rhb/index.htm 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers lists links from civil works to historic preservation where they list 
managing and engineering solutions. http://www.nws.usace.army.mil 

The USAEC Web site provides a link to the cultural resources that include Native American affairs, 
historic buildings and landscapes, archaeology, and the Army Historic Preservation Campaign Plan. 
http://aec.army.mil/usaec/cultural/index.html 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Web site provides links to Tribal agencies and Tribal leaders, among 
other helpful links. http://www.doi.gov/bureau-indian-affairs 

The Layaway Economic Analysis Tool Software – The mission of the Cost and Economics is to provide 
the Army decisionmakers with cost, performance, and economic analysis in the form of expertise, models, 
data, estimates, and analyses at all levels. Links include ACEIT, AMCOS, Cost and Economic Analysis, 
Cost Management/ABC. http://www.ceac.army.mil/. 

Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) – http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/ 
 

http://www.epa.gov/
http://guardnet.ngb.army.mil/
http://www.dodlagacy.org/
http://www.cr.nps.gov/
http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr
http://www.nthp.org/
http://www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/tax/rhb/index.htm
http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/
http://aec.army.mil/usaec/cultural/index.html
http://www.doi.gov/bureau-indian-affairs
http://www.ceac.army.mil/
http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/
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APPENDIX J 

SAMPLE DOCUMENTS AND TRAINING BRIEF 
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